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INTRODUCTION 
This chapter provides an introduction to the topic of the relationship 
between correctional education participation and recidivism at one corrections 
center in Washington State. It is divided into the following sections: 1. 
Background; 2. Theoretical Basis; 3. Purpose; 4. Rationale/Significance; 5. 
Research Questions; 6. Limitations/Delimitations; and 7. Definition of Terms. 
Background 
Corrections is an enormous "industry" in our society.  Based on a recent 
report (U.S. Department of Justice, 1997) an estimated 5.4 million adults were 
under some sort of correctional supervision in 1995. This equates to 2.8% of the 
U.S. adult resident population and is up from 1.6% in 1985. Of the total number 
under correctional supervision, about 1.6 million are incarcerated in jails and 
prisons. About one third of those entering prison in 1995 were repeat offenders or 
recidivists. Recidivism rates in some states are reported as high as 60% (Center on 
Crime, 1997). The growth in prison populations locally is similar to the national 
report. 
The Department of Corrections in the State of Washington reported an adult 
prison population in 1985 of 7,005 (State of Washington, OFM, 1994).  That 
population increased to 12,859 by 1997 (State of Washington, DOC, 1997); a gain 2 
of more than 45%. This increase was the result of having more prison admissions 
than releases, although both the number of admissions and releases has increased 
(Washington State DOC, 1997).  The rate of recidivism for Washington has 
remained steady at about one third of those released each year (Washington State 
DOC, 1996), so the actual number of recidivists has increased proportionally with 
the prison population increases. 
These prison increases represent tremendous cost to society.  Washington 
spends about $24,000 per year (Washington State DOC, 1997) to keep a person 
incarcerated and was second in the country (U.S. Department of Justice, 1997) in 
the number of new prisons (13) constructed over a five year period. In addition to 
the expenses of incarceration there are the additional monetary costs of lost wages 
during imprisonment, police and legal fees, lost taxes, and the less quantified, yet 
perhaps more important, costs to the victims and families of offenders.  The 
purpose of corrections, as implied by the term, is to change offenders so that these 
costs to society can be reduced. One means of lowering these costs is to reduce the 
number of people in prison. Since we know that one third of the offenders released 
in Washington return to prison within five years (Washington State DOC, 1996), it 
follows that a reduction in the rate of return will lower the prison costs to the state. 
Correction education programs may be one way to help reduce that recidivism rate. 
The research reviewed in the next chapter will explore the evidence of whether 
participation in educational programming while incarcerated contributes to this 3 
reduction in recidivism. The conclusions from the literature review provide the 
basis for this study. Another important element to consider in designing this study 
is its theoretical framework. 
Theoretical Basis 
The purpose of imprisonment of offenders has been a long-standing debate. 
The issues of whether prison exists to deprive and punish offenders or to 
rehabilitate them have been discussed since the inception of the prison system in 
the U.S. (Jones & d'Errico, 1994).  In a review of the history of prisons, Silva 
(1994) describes disagreement between these two philosophies of punishment 
versus rehabilitation from the late 1700's to the present time.  If the purpose of 
prison in the extreme sense is deprivation of basic human rights including liberty, 
autonomy, goods and services, and personal security as stated by Sykes (1958), 
then providing education as a means of rehabilitation is antithetical to that purpose 
(Silva, 1994). On the contrary, Corcoran (1985) argues that becoming a criminal is 
a learning process, and, therefore, the purpose of prisons should be to educate 
offenders about how to become useful citizens. The basic disagreement over the 
puipose of prison was debated by the U.S. Congress as recently as 1993 in relation 
to the granting of Pell Grants to prisoners (Jones & d'Errico, 1994).  Proponents 
argued that education has a rehabilitative effect on prisoners, while opponents did 
not believe that prisoners deserved access to education regardless of its effect. 
While Pell funding was retained for most prisoners, the issue of the effectiveness 4 
of education programming for offenders has continued to be debated (HB2010, 
1995), as it has been since its inception in the prison system. Since the literature is 
not definitive about the effect of correctional education, this study attempted to 
provide further information for this on-going debate. 
Education programs have been offered in prisons for many years, yet the 
question of their purpose and effectiveness is still being examined.  In the early 
1800's prison education programs were delivered by chaplains.  Reading and 
writing instruction grew out of a need for prisoners to study the Bible (Linden & 
Perry, 1982), with the hope that religious education would change inmates' morals 
and behavior. The educational goals of moral development and behavioral change 
have remained relatively constant over the years, however the approaches to 
effecting those changes have varied. Duguid (1981) believed that prisoners do not 
differ from other people but are delayed in the development of certain analytical 
problem-solving  skills,  interpersonal  and  social  skills,  and  ethical/moral 
development.  He believed that correctional education provides offenders with 
opportunities for cognitive and moral development.  Duguid's research (1981) 
found  a  relationship between correctional  education and cognitive moral 
development, and this finding was corroborated by more recent research on the 
same subject by Fabiano, Porporino, and Robinson (1991). 
Cognitive moral education for inmates as described by Duguid (1981) relies 
heavily on the theories of Jean Piaget and Lawrence Kohlberg. Piaget purported a 5 
four stage process of cognitive development culminating in what he called formal 
operations or the ability to engage in abstract thinking (Duska & Whelan, 1975). 
Some argue that most offenders have remained at the concrete operational stage. 
This stage is characterized by reliance on authority, intolerance of ambiguity, 
rigidity under low levels of stress and collapse under high levels, inability to see 
alternative solutions, poor ability to empathize or think hypothetically, poorly 
defined self-concept, and tendency toward extreme polarized judgements (Duguid, 
1981). 
Kohlberg postulated a set of six stages of moral reasoning that follow 
Piaget's cognitive stages and culminate in universal ethical practices where the 
individual follows self-chosen, yet universal, ethical principles of justice and 
equality of human rights (Kohlberg, 1980). Cognition is concerned primarily with 
the development of mental  structures,  while moral development concerns 
perceptions that are interpreted and acted upon. Kohlberg believed that the moral 
development process is connected to beliefs and values held by the individual and 
can be directly affected by education.  If Kohlberg's theory is accepted then 
increasing levels of education should culminate in increasing levels of cognitive 
moral  development  and,  thus,  decreasing  levels  of criminal  behavior. 
Consideration of the purpose and effect of correctional education programs led to 
the formation of a theoretical basis for this study. 6 
The theoretical basis is that rehabilitation is the primary purpose of the 
prison system, and that correctional education is an important factor in that 
rehabilitation process. Correctional education is important because it contributes to 
the cognitive and moral development of offenders. Some basic assumptions are 
that cognitive and moral development increase for individual offenders with 
increased participation in education, and higher levels of program participation 
result in higher levels of cognitive and moral development. This study attempted to 
measure the outcome of this development process. 
Purpose 
In an effort to provide evidence about the theoretical framework, the 
purpose of this study was to determine if there was a relationship between 
correctional education program participation and recidivism at one correctional 
institution in the State of Washington.  Recidivism rates were examined for 
participants in prison Personal Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, Vocational, 
and College Transfer programs. 
Rationale/Significance 
While the relationship between correctional education and recidivism has 
been the subject of several studies, most of that research indicates a need for further 
evidence.  This is due in part to the difficulties in designing studies that clearly 
demonstrate the effect of education on recidivism (Gerber & Fritch, 1995). A 7 
quantitative design was chosen for this study because recidivism is measured 
nominally (yes or no). A causal-comparative quantitative design was selected 
because it meets the criteria for exploring possible cause-and-effect relationships 
(Borg, Gall, & Gall, 1993), is ex-post-facto, and is particularly suitable for 
educational studies (Cohen & Manion, 1994). Since causal-comparative research is 
not experimental, hypotheses are generated, not tested (Borg, et al., 1993).  The 
emergence of the hypothesis from the analysis of the data is also one of the 
characteristics of qualitative research (Vienna & Pollock, 1988).  The tension 
between quantitative and qualitative research methodology is reflected throughout 
this study. A more thorough explanation of the causal-comparative method and the 
reasons it was selected are described in the Methodology chapter of this study. 
Several authors (Borg, et al., 1993; Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996; Mertens, 1997) 
describe the components of a causal-comparative study that include selection of a 
defined and comparison group, collection of data on the relevant dependent and 
independent variables, and statistical analysis of the data.  These components 
strengthen the validity of the methodology as stated by Cohen and Manion (1994). 
As indicated previously, the research reviewed in the next chapter 
recommended further study of the relationship between correctional education and 
recidivism. Although there were two recent studies of correctional education in the 
State of Washington (Haynes, 1996; Kelso, 1996), neither of these utilized the 
recommended comparison groups or tests of statistical significance that lend to 8 
validity (Cohen & Manion, 1994). This study utilized both a comparison group and 
statistical analysis to provide additional evidence of validity.  It also followed the 
procedures suggested by Mertens (1997), Fraenkel and Wallen (1996), and Borg, et 
al. (1993). 
Another consideration in the rationale for this study was that legislation was 
passed in the State of Washington in 1995 concerning inmate education (HB2010, 
1995).  The effect of this legislation was the elimination of the opportunity for 
offenders to pursue high school diplomas and college degrees while they are 
incarcerated.  Since the study measured the rate of recidivism for correctional 
education program completers,  information about the  relationship between 
completion of diplomas and degrees and recidivism for these offenders was 
revealed.  The information provided by this study has the potential to help 
educators, administrators, and public officials make more informed decisions about 
correctional education programming and policy. 
Research Questions 
Since hypotheses are to be generated, not tested by causal-comparative 
research (Borg, et al., 1993), this research was framed by some basic research 
questions, rather than hypotheses, which are characteristic of an experimental 
design.  These questions were intended to explore the possible cause-and-effect 
relationship (Borg, et al., 1993) between correctional education participation and 9 
subsequent recidivism. Hypotheses to be tested by further research are included in 
the Conclusions section of this study. 
The primary research question is as follows: 
Is there a relationship between correctional education participation and 
subsequent recidivism for offenders who participated in programs at McNeil Island 
Corrections Center between January, 1988 and December, 1992? 
The following questions were examined as a means of establishing possible 
hypotheses in response to the primary research question: 
1.  What are the distribution and the rate of recidivism for the sample of 
participants? 
2.  What is the strength of the relationship between the independent 
variables of education program participation, age, type of offense, and previous 
incarcerations, and the dependent variable of recidivism? 
3. Are there differences in the rates of recidivism between non-completers 
and completers within each program (Personal Enrichment, ABE/GED/High 
School, Vocational, College Transfer)? 
4. Are there differences in the rates of recidivism for non-completers and 
completers when the programs (Personal Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, 
Vocational, College Transfer) are compared to each other? 10 
Limitations/Delimitations 
This study was delimited to the population of participants in the correctional 
education programs at one medium security institution in the State of Washington 
over a five year period. Since all participants volunteered for the programs in which 
they participated and there was not a comparison to a non-participant group, 
generalizations to other non-participant populations was limited.  Information for 
the study was from a correctional education program database at the subject 
institution and from the Washington State Department of Corrections offender 
database. Information on recidivism for subject participants who returned to prison 
in other states was unavailable. 
Although the methods chosen for this study were quantitative (Borg, et al., 
1993) for the reasons stated previously, the hypotheses evolved by examining the 
data and were subject to the perspective of the researcher.  In this sense causal-
comparative research may be viewed as a combination of positivism (objective) and 
naturalism (subjective) in its methodology. The data examined in this research 
were considered by the researcher to be the beginning of an exploration, not the 
finding of the proof about the relationship between correctional education and 
recidivism.  The purpose of this kind of study is to provide evidence, which 
supports the validity of the findings.  It was assumed that more definitive 
quantitative and qualitative research needs to follow the initial findings. 11 
Since the researcher for this study was a European American, middle-class 
male, with direct responsibilities in the programs being studied, the biases of the 
researcher framed the  analysis and the formation of the hypotheses and 
recommendations in succeeding chapters. The acknowledgement and inclusion of 
researcher  bias  was,  therefore,  a  necessary component of this  research 
methodology. The methods employed were quantitative (positivistic), however the 
outcomes resembled those of a qualitative  (naturalistic) process,  since the 
hypotheses evolved from the analysis of the data. The tension between positivistic 
and naturalistic methodology contributed to the evidence of the validity of the study 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 
Definition of Terms 
Correctional  Education  (CE):  Education  programs  offered  within 
correctional institutions. 
Offender: Person convicted of a felony crime. 
Department of Corrections (DOC): Adult corrections system in the State of 
Washington or other states as identified. 
Recidivism: Returned to custody of DOC for any reason. 
Adult Basic Education: Normally considered to be programs involved with 
grade level equivalency of 0 through 8th; sometimes including English as a Second 
Language and/or GED preparation. 12 
General Education Development: Certificate of High School equivalency 
issued after passing five subject area tests. 
Personal Enrichment: Courses not designed to lead to a certificate or degree, 
including subjects such as anger/stress management, victim awareness, life skills, 
transition planning, etc. 
Vocational: Program of study leading to either a vocational certificate or a 
vocational associate degree. 
Transfer: Program of study leading to an associate degree that is designed to 
transfer to a baccalaureate program. 
First Crime: The crime conviction that resulted in the first incarceration 
with Washington Department of Corrections. 
Admission Type: Which and what kind of admission to incarceration with 
DOC. Reported as first and other. 
Non-Completer: Program participant who did not complete a certificate, 
diploma, or degree. 
Completer: Program participant who completed a certificate, diploma, or 
degree. 13 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The final measure of effectiveness for correctional institutions in addition to 
making offenders accountable for their past and present actions is the degree to 
which it contributes to an offender's decision to commit crime after release. 
Although some of the present public sentiment indicates a desire to keep offenders 
in prison forever, it is estimated that 97% (Center on Crime, 1997) will return to 
society.  The debate about the contribution of education to the reduction of 
recidivism has been the subject of several studies that were reviewed in this 
chapter. 
Research on correctional education has also examined several other topics 
in addition to its effect on recidivism. Those include factors that affect learning for 
offenders (Felton, 1994; Friedemann & Bice, 1992; Ryan & McCabe, 1994); the 
effect on the offenders' personal development (Duguid, 1981; Hancock & Sharp, 
1993; Parker,1990; Powell, Locke & Sprinthall, 1991); and perceptions by inmates 
and others about the correctional education programs (Craig & Rogers, 1993; Hall, 
1993; Lynch, 1993; Newton, 1992; Osberg & Fraley, 1993; Parsons, 1990; Uche & 
Harries-Jenkins,  1994).  While many other areas have been explored, the 
preponderance of research has attempted to show a relationship between 
correctional education and recidivism. 14 
The purpose of this review of the literature was to identify studies that 
examined the effects of correctional education, specifically on the rate of return to 
prison for offenders. Since the theoretical framework described in the first chapter 
assumes that education contributes to the cognitive and moral development of 
offenders, it can also be assumed that increasing levels of education will likely 
result in lower rates of return to prison.  The various levels of education 
participation were reviewed in this chapter to see if evidence was provided that 
supported the theoretical framework. The studies were grouped into five separate 
areas related to the effect of correctional education. The general headings in these 
areas are ABE/GED/High School, Vocational, and College, Multiple Levels, and 
State of Washington programs. 
Evaluation of quantitative research requires examination of internal and 
external validity as well as the findings (Borg, et al., 1993). They recommend a 
variety of factors to consider that lend to internal and external validity.  These 
factors were included in the criteria used to evaluate the research in this section. 
Simply stated internal validity refers to whether the research process yields a result 
that is valid in the research context. External validity refers to whether the research 
result is valid in a larger context (Vierra & Pollock, 1988). The following criteria 
were used for evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of the studies: 
1.	  Findings:  Positive  or  negative  relationship  between  education 
participation and recidivism. 15 
2.	  Internal Validity: 
a.	  Random, matched, or other sampling process. 
b.	  Control for self-selection bias, since all participants volunteer for 
programming. 
c.	  Control for extraneous variables, i.e. age, ethnicity, gender, offense 
type, sentence length, previous incarcerations, etc. 
3.	  External Validity: Statistical measures of significance; ie. Chi-square, 
analysis of variance, etc. 
Some of the studies also included qualitative methods of inquiry to support 
their findings. The evidence from these qualitative processes was included in the 
evaluation of the findings for the studies reviewed. Since the parameters for the 
evaluation of qualitative research are more open than for quantitative (Vierra & 
Pollock, 1988), the validity of this portion of the research was more difficult to 
evaluate. All of the studies that included a qualitative process also used 
quantitative methods. No studies evaluated were solely qualitative in design. Most 
used only quantitative methods. The review of the research is grouped into that 
concerning ABE/GED/high school, vocational, college, multiple level, and State of 
Washington programs. 
ABE/GED/High School 
ABE, GED, and High School programs were combined in this review 
because of the difficulty in distinguishing among these groups. Students enrolled 16 
in ABE programs may be preparing for the GED test, and the GED certificate is 
considered to be high school equivalency for many employment and higher 
education purposes. 
The various studies reviewed for ABE/GED/High School (Cogburn, 1988; 
Florida, 1990; New York State, 1989; Porporino & Robinson, 1992; Walsh, 1985) 
found an inverse correlation between program participation and recidivism.  In 
relation to the process of sampling and control, Cogburn (1988), New York State 
(1989) and Porporino and Robinson (1992) compared program completers with 
non-completers. This controlled for participant self-selection bias but did not allow 
generalization to other populations. Walsh (1985) compared a group of participants 
with a matched group of non-participants, which provided a degree of control but 
did not factor out self-selection bias.  Florida (1990) compared GED completers 
with completers of vocational programs. This process controlled for self-selection 
bias and provided a comparison between different programs but did not provide 
information on participation versus completion. 
Three of the studies also compared the groups on variables in addition to 
education participation attempting to determine if other factors contributed to the 
affect on recidivism. Walsh (1985) used only age and prior record as extraneous 
variables, while Florida (1990) measured age, ethnicity, and gender. Porporino and 
Robinson (1992) considered the greatest number of extraneous factors including 
sentence length, previous incarcerations, age, type of offense, and type of release. 17 
Cogburn (1988) and New York State (1989) did not measure any variables other 
than education participation for their studies. 
Only two of the studies in this section utilized inferential statistical analysis 
of the findings, which strengthened their external validity. Walsh (1985) used Chi-
square and Yule's Q to compare the group of participants with non-participants and 
found the participant group had a significantly (p< .02) lower recidivism rate than 
the non-participant group. New York State (1989) used Chi-square and found that 
the rate of recidivism for completers was significantly (p< .001) lower than for non-
completers.  The other ABE/GED/High School studies used only descriptive 
statistics. 
Vocational 
Several studies have also been conducted concerning the effects of 
correctional vocational training on re-offense.  Jenkins et al. (1974) found that 
although the impact of institutional education programs on specific behaviors was 
difficult to determine, vocational trainees earned more than non-trainees in their 
first few months after release. This finding might suggest that vocational training 
could contribute to long-term success, however, this was not supported by the 
study. Participants were compared with non-participants, which did not control for 
self-selection bias.  No method of statistical analysis was described. A similar 
finding was concluded by Luftig (1978) where it was determined that there was a 
statistically significant (p< .001) (t-test, multiple regression, Chi-square) positive 18 
relationship between vocational education and parole employment.  Participants 
were compared to non-participants, however, there was no random selection 
process used for the study group. Other variables were considered including IQ, 
marital status, ethnicity, previous incarcerations, sentence length, type of offense, 
and age. 
Anderson (1981) found a statistically significant (p< .01) (Chi-square and 
analysis of variance) positive correlation between vocational training and parole 
success in an analyses of parolees in Illinois. In another study in 1991 (Anderson, 
Schumacker, & Anderson)  determined  that  academic/vocational  program 
participation was only one of the statistically significant (p< .05) (Chi-square and 
analysis of variance) positive background characteristics which contributed to post-
release success. Both of these studies compared participants with non-participants, 
and vocational participants with those who had participated in academic programs. 
Random selection was used for each of the studies and control groups, however, 
self-selection bias was not controlled. The 1991 study examined variables other 
than education participation including age, ethnicity, drug abuse history, and 
marital status.  Neither found a correlation between academic participation and 
reduced recidivism. In another study, Saylor and Gaes (1992) compared a group of 
inmates who participated in vocational training and work experience while 
incarcerated against a group of matched non-participants. Both groups were then 
contrasted to the total group released in the same time frame. The study reported 19 
that participants showed a statistically significantly lower rate of recidivism than 
the comparison and the total group, however, neither the method of analysis nor the 
level of significance were described.  Other factors of comparison were not 
identified. 
A study (Davis & Chown, 1986) of Oklahoma parolees who had completed 
vocational training while incarcerated showed a higher recidivism rate for the 
completers when compared to those who had not completed training. This finding 
was contrary to the expectations of the study and contradicted the findings of the 
other studies cited. Other variables that could effect recidivism were not analyzed. 
A statistical predictor analysis was performed on the study groups rather than an 
actually measuring the recidivism for each. This process controlled for differences 
among offenders on extraneous variables. 
Although the indication in most of the studies was that a positive 
relationship  existed between vocational education participation and reduced 
recidivism, at least one study (Davis & Chown, 1986) found the inverse. Another 
finding in two of the studies (Anderson, 1981; Anderson, et al., 1991) was that 
academic course work was not found to effect recidivism.  In each study 
participants were compared with non-participants and in one case (Saylor & Gaes, 
1992) also with the total population of releasees.  Only two of the studies 
(Anderson, et al., 1991; Luftig, 1978) described the other variables they examined 20 
in addition to education that could effect recidivism.  Davis and Chown (1986) 
purported to allow for the influence of other factors in their analysis process. 
College 
The positive effects of prison college programs were supported by several 
studies. In 1984, Thorpe, MacDonald, and Bala found a statistically significantly 
(p< .05) lower return rate for offenders who had completed college level certificates 
and degrees than for those who had not finished educational programs.  The 
sampling process controlled for self-selection bias but was not generalizable to 
other populations. A non-parametric, binomial test was used in the analysis due to 
the nominal level of the data as well as the assumptions about the normality of the 
distribution that is required by parametric tests.  Other variables that may have 
contributed to recidivism were not discussed. O'Neil (1990) had similar findings 
for offenders released in Alabama. Her results indicated a statistically significant 
positive correlation between those who had participated in college programs and 
their parole success as compared to a randomly selected group of releasees who 
were qualified but did not participate. Chi-square and a correlation coefficient were 
used for data analysis due to the nominal, dichotomous nature of the data. The non-
participant group was selected on the basis of their eligibility for college programs, 
which helped match the comparison group but did not control for self-selection 
bias. The other variables considered in this study that strengthened its validity were 
age, prior arrests, and type of offense. New York State, Department of Correctional 21 
Services (1991) compared college degree completers with other college program 
participants who did not complete degrees; a strength in controlling self-selection 
bias. They found that participants who completed degrees returned to prison at a 
statistically significantly (p= .001) lower rate than those who did not complete 
degrees as tested by Chi-square.  Variables other than participation in education 
were not considered. 
In a study of college instruction delivered by television, Langenbach, North, 
Aagaard, and Chown (1990) discovered that program participants had statistically 
significantly lower projected recidivism rates than non-participants. The method of 
sampling did not control for self-selection bias.  Tests for difference were non-
parametric rank statistical measures, and Chi-square for significance.  They 
qualified the generalization and causal references in the study due to the inability to 
control for the two independent variables of employment history and level of 
education at admission to prison. To strengthen the internal validity of the study 
non-participants were matched with participants on the basis of age, gender, 
ethnicity, type of offense, sentence length, marital status, and drug abuse history in 
the comparison. One finding in this study was that the amount of participation was 
not related to recidivism. 
A 1996 study (Duguid, Hawkey, & Pawson), which is still on-going, is 
using a combination of quantitative and qualitative analysis to measure the 
effectiveness of college program participation on reducing recidivism in addition to 22 
other outcomes. In the quantitative portion of the study, they compared predicted 
recidivism rates for participants to their actual rates of return.  Since only 
participants were studied, self-selection bias was controlled but generalization to 
other populations was limited. Their findings showed the actual rates of return for 
participants were lower than the predicted rates.  Statistical significance of the 
results was not discussed. The predictor scale used in the study evaluated several 
variables that contributed to recidivism including type of offense, age, previous 
incarceration, previous parole revocation, previous escape, security classification, 
previous convictions, marital status, time between release and current conviction, 
number of dependents, sentence length and employment status at arrest. 
All of the studies reviewed concerning college programs found a positive 
correlation between participation  and reduced  recidivism,  however, some 
weaknesses are described for each. Two of the studies (O'Neil, 1990; Langenbach, 
et al., 1990) compared participants with non-participants which contributes to 
generalizability but did not control for self-selection bias. Thorpe et al. (1984) and 
New York State (1991) contrasted completers with non-completers which 
controlled for self-selection bias, but limited generalizability. Duguid et al. (1996) 
looked only at participants and their predicted rates of recidivism, controlling for 
self-selection while limiting generalization. They used a standardized predictor and 
compared the results to the actual recidivism rates. Variables other than education 
participation that may effect recidivism were analyzed in three (Duguid, et. al., 23 
1996; Langenbach, et. al., 1990; O'Neil, 1990) of the studies. Chi-square was used 
as a sole statistical measure by New York State (1991). This procedure provided 
more evidence of external validity than Duguid, et.  al. (1996), which did not 
measure for statistical significance, but less than the others which combined Chi-
square with more sophisticated measures. 
Multiple Levels 
Studies that attempted to test for the effect of various correctional education 
programs offered to inmates were Harer (1994), Jenkins, Steurer, and Pendry 
(1995), and Knepper (1989).  Harer analyzed results from a random sample of 
inmates released from U. S. Federal prisons. Participants were compared to non-
participants in ABE, GED, Vocational Education, College, and Continuing 
Education. He professed to control for self-selection bias by isolating the variable 
of education participation and using a statistical propensity score to project the 
recidivism rate for releasees. Subjects were compared on several other variables to 
increase validity including prior convictions, ethnicity, gender, drug abuse history, 
type of offense, education level at admission, employment status at admission, 
release status, length of sentence, marital status, citizenship, and military service. 
His findings were that the more one participates in education at any level the lower 
the rate of recidivism.  The complex, sophisticated statistical methodology 
employed by Harer is contrasted to a study by Jenkins et al. (1995) of prison 
releasees in Maryland, which found a relationship between educational attainment 24 
and post-release employment. Comparisons were made between only completers 
of ABE, GED, Vocational, and College programs, and the entire group with the 
general population.  Statistical measures were not used.  Variables other than 
education that were analyzed were age, gender, ethnicity, sentence length, and type 
of offense.  While the consideration of other variables was included, the study 
lacked statistical measurement. 
In another study of multiple programs, Knepper (1989) attempted to 
measure societal adjustment for Wisconsin inmates paroled over five years who had 
enrolled  in  various  levels  (elementary,  secondary,  vocational,  college)  of 
educational programming. This sampling method controlled for self-selection bias 
but limited generalizability.  He found a higher societal adjustment score for 
college participants, but also a higher rate of recidivism for this group than for 
vocational, secondary, or elementary level participants.  This negative finding for 
college participants was contrary to the findings of the other studies. In addition to 
education participation other variables analyzed were age, prior conviction, 
previous incarceration, gender, race, and type of offense. Chi-square was used to 
analyze the differences between the groups and analysis of variance measured the 
relationships between the program variable and the co-variates.  These multiple 
measures provided further evidence of external validity for the study. 
Harer (1994) and Jenkins et. al. (1995) found that participation in more 
advanced levels of education related to lower levels of recidivism, but Knepper 25 
(1989) found an exception to this for college participants.  Harer (1994) and 
Knepper (1989) utilized Chi-square and analysis of variance, while the Jenkins et. 
al.  (1995) study lacked statistical analysis.  Variables other than education 
participation were considered in each study, however, the Jenkins, et. al. (1995) 
study did not include statistical analysis of these variables. 
State of Washington 
Two recent studies in the State of Washington measured the effect of 
correctional education program completion on subsequent rates of recidivism. 
Haynes (1996) compared the rates of recidivism for individuals who completed 
vocational certificates to those who completed associate degrees in vocational and 
college transfer programs. He found that those who completed degrees had a lower 
rate of recidivism than those who completed only a vocational certificate. While a 
direct comparison was not made to a specific group of other offenders, he did 
mention that other studies revealed much higher rates of recidivism for the general 
population of offenders.  Statistical measures of significance were not used and 
variables that may contribute to recidivism other than program completion were not 
analyzed. 
The other study in Washington (Kelso, 1996) compared the rates of 
recidivism for completers of high school diplomas, vocational certificates, and 
associate degrees to the return rates of the general population released in 
Washington over a five year period. The results showed an average return rate for 26 
the composite group of all completers as lower than the general population of 
releasees for the same period. Statistical analysis of the results was not measured, 
nor were other variables that might have contributed to recidivism. 
Although these two studies were conducted recently in Washington and 
both showed an inverse relationship between correctional education program 
completion and recidivism, their designs did not use statistical analysis and the 
study of other variables that might have affected recidivism. 
Summary 
Findings 
Most of the studies indicated a relationship between correctional education 
participation and reduced recidivism, although there were a few exceptions 
(Anderson,1981; Anderson, et al., 1991; Davis & Chown, 1986; Knepper, 1989). 
Davis and Chown (1986) found an inverse relationship for vocational participation, 
while others found a positive relationship for participation in programs other than 
those that were solely academic. 
In addition the studies reflected inconsistency in the relationship among 
levels of correctional education participation and recidivism. Three of the studies 
analyzed multiple (more than three) levels of education programming (Harer, 1994; 
Jenkins et al., 1995 Knepper, 1989) to assess the differences in affect on recidivism. 
The two studies that used statistical analysis found different results. Harer (1994) 27 
found that recidivism was lower for those who participated more in education. 
Knepper (1989) found lower recidivism rates for "elementary", "secondary" and 
vocational participation, but higher rates for college participation.  The findings 
from these studies were inconclusive about the assumption postulated in the first 
chapter that advanced levels of education should provide more cognitive and moral 
development and result in lower rates of recidivism. 
The available research from the State of Washington is limited. Although 
the two studies done in Washington (Haynes, 1996; Kelso, 1996) were recent, they 
were the only ones found in the literature of the past 20 years for the State. 
Additional research could provide more information about the programs in 
Washington. 
Validity 
The studies (Harer,1994; Langenbach, et.al., 1990; Luftig, 1978; O'Neil, 
1990) that provided the most statistical evidence of validity, both internal and 
external, found a relationship between more correctional education participation 
and reduced recidivism. Each of these studies used randomly selected or matched 
study and comparison groups, considered extraneous variables other than education 
participation, controlled for self-selection bias, and measured for significance of the 
results through statistical analysis. 
Additional evidence in support of validity involved addressing the issue of 
the effect of independent variables on return rates.  Control of confounding 28 
variables was accomplished by the majority of the studies, by measuring and 
analyzing variables that might have affected recidivism other than education 
participation or completion.  The studies that did not account for extraneous 
variables (Cogburn, 1988; Davis & Chown, 1986; Haynes, 1996; Jenkins, et. al., 
1974; Kelso, 1996; New York State, 1989, 1991; Saylor & Gaes, 1992; Thorpe, et 
al.,  1984) provided less evidence for the internal validity of their findings. 
Variables other than education participation may influence recidivism, as reflected 
in all of the other studies. The most common variables considered among the 
studies were age, ethnicity, gender, type of offense, sentence length, and previous 
convictions/incarcerations.  Age and previous convictions/incarcerations are the 
most heavily weighted variables on the Salient Factor Score used by the U.S. 
Federal Bureau of Prisons to predict parole success (Knepper, 1989). One-third of 
the studies that compared variables other than education participation neither 
included ethnicity as one of the extraneous variables nor did they provide an 
explanation of why it was excluded. Those studies that did include ethnicity did 
not discuss their findings concerning this variable. 
Whether or not to include ethnicity as a variable to be examined in this 
study warranted further examination. Minority groups represent almost 60% of the 
jail and prison population in the U.S. (Bell, 1993).  This fact coupled with the 
observation that inmates have not been successful in traditional academic settings 
(Lawrence, 1994) has implications for correctional education programs. The issues 29 
surrounding ethnicity and educational success concern empowerment for those who 
are disadvantaged within the traditional socio-economic system in the U.S. If the 
same kinds of educational experiences are provided within the correctional 
education system as those outside of prison, this may further reinforce the "class" 
system that already exists.  This contention is important if those in identified 
minority populations are not successful within the prison education programs. 
Since the  issues of empowerment through education  for  those  in 
disadvantaged groups are complex and deserving of much closer examination and 
evaluation, they are not addressed in this study. Other confounding factors in the 
use of ethnic identification in research is addressed by Mertens (1997). How and 
by whom ethnic identification is determined is the first of the problem areas. DOC 
reports (Washington State DOC, 1996) recidivism rates by the ethnic identifications 
of White, Black and Other and does not report how they were determined. They do 
clarify that the Other category includes North American Indians, Asian/Pacific 
Islanders, Eskimos, and those whose ethnicities are "mixed" or unknown, but do 
not specify what White and Black represent. This kind of consolidation is one of 
the problems that may lead to stereotyping and further misinformation about 
various cultural and ethnic groups. Ethnic designation is difficult at best, due to the 
variations within identified groups, and its use in research is cautioned by Mertens 
(1997). 30 
Generalizability of results was one of the issues in statistical analysis. Two-
thirds of the studies used inferential statistical analysis of the results and were 
cautious in their generalization to other populations. The others (Cogburn, 1988; 
Florida, 1990; Haynes, 1996; Jenkins, et al., 1995; Jenkins, et. al., 1974; Kelso, 
1996; Porporino & Robinson, 1992) used only descriptive statistics, which 
weakened their external validity.  The most common statistical instrument was a 
Chi-square analysis, however, some studies also used an analysis of variance. 31 
METHODOLOGY  
Introduction 
This research project was a causal-comparative study of the relationship 
between the rates of recidivism for offenders and their participation in correctional 
education programs.  As described by Borg, et al. (1993), causal-comparative 
research explores the possible cause-and-effect relationships of variables without an 
experiment. They caution that causal relationships cannot be firmly established, 
only hypothesized. In that sense causal-comparative research generates hypotheses 
that may then be tested through experimental research. Cohen and Manion (1994) 
refer to this as ex post facto research because it is the study of events that have 
already occurred and their possible causes.  They state that causal comparative 
research is also referred to as "criterion group" study and that the dependent 
variable in those studies is called the criterion variable. Cohen and Manion (1994) 
view ex post facto research as particularly suitable for educational studies. They list 
the strengths of this method as meeting the need when experimental studies are not 
possible or ethical because the variables cannot or should not be manipulated. 
Other strengths are that it yields important information about the phenomenon 
being studied, it lends to validity through statistical analysis, it does not require an 
artificial environment, and it is appropriate when cause and effect relationships are 
being explored, but not tested. Disadvantages (Cohen & Manion, 1994; Fraenkel & 
Wallen, 1996) are the lack of control over threats to internal validity. Because of 32 
possible variables in sample groups, the cause may not be identified or there may 
not be a single cause. Reverse causation may also be a factor, in essence cause and 
effect cannot be proven. 
Although causal-comparative research is defined as quantitative (Borg, et 
al., 1993) in design, it includes elements of qualitative methodology. The role of 
the researcher is defined as objective in quantitative research, however, inclusion of 
researcher bias was not discussed in the literature.  Since hypotheses emerge 
through analysis of the data, the bias of the researcher is an important factor to be 
considered in the causal-comparative method. The acknowledgement and inclusion 
of this bias are characteristic of qualitative methodology (Vierra & Pollock, 1988). 
The pressure, which exists between the positivistic (quantitative) and naturalistic 
(qualitative)  methodologies  in  the causal-comparative  design,  provides  the 
opportunity for additional evidence of the validity of the findings than either 
methodology used exclusively. 
The review of the literature in the second chapter indicated a need for 
additional evidence of the relationship between correctional education and 
recidivism, since inconsistencies existed in the findings of the various studies. 
Many of these studies also revealed questions about methodology, which were 
addressed in this research. 
The causal comparative design was chosen for this study because the 
conditions agreed with those described by the literature.  It was ex post facto 33 
research (Cohen & Manion, 1994) investigating education participation and 
recidivism that have already occurred, and possible cause and effect relationships 
(Borg, et al., 1993). Experimental research was not possible because the variables 
could not be manipulated nor could random assignment be made (Fraenkel & 
Wallen, 1996).  Frankel and Wallen (1996) also describe causal comparative 
studies as comparing groups of subjects, which this research did, rather than 
individuals.  In summary this study met all of the criteria for causal comparative 
research, which is especially appropriate in educational contexts (Cohen & Manion, 
1994). 
Steps to be taken in the design of a causal comparative study (Borg, et al., 
1993; Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996; Mertens, 1997) are the following: 
1. Identify the problem. 
2. Select a defined group and comparison group. 
3. Collect data on the relevant dependent and independent variables, and 
background characteristics. 
4. Analyze and interpret the data by comparing the means for the groups 
and analyzing the statistical differences. 
The remaining portion of this chapter will state how these steps were accomplished 
for this study. 34 
Problem/Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship of participation in 
a correctional education program at one correctional center in Washington to the 
subsequent recidivism of the participants. The problem was to determine if there 
was evidence of this relationship for this group of participants. The four questions 
described in the first chapter frame the examination of the data to provide 
information about the primary research question: Is there a relationship between 
correctional education participation and subsequent recidivism for offenders who 
enrolled in programs at McNeil Island Corrections Center between January, 1988 
and December, 1992? 
Selection of Subjects 
The initial search of the Pierce College database identified 2,957 total 
participants in education programs at the McNeil Island Corrections Center from 
January, 1988 through December, 1992. Each offender is given a DOC number 
when they enter prison that is different than the Social Security Number. The DOC 
number is not a part of the college database but was needed to identify an offender 
in the DOC database. 
DOC numbers were found for all but 330 offenders in the college database. 
These 330 records were eliminated from the database, leaving 2,627 active 
participants that were referred to DOC for identification of those released during 
the identified timeframe. The distribution of the 330 records among the programs 35 
was similar to the other 2,627 participants, so it was assumed that the elimination of 
these records did not skew the study results. 
Of the 2,627 participants, DOC identified 1,382 individuals who were 
released between January, 1988 and December, 1992.  These 1382 participant-
releasees form the sample for the study. The sample is divided into two groups 
based on the dependent variable of recidivism. Those who did not return to prison 
(n= 886) in the State of Washington within five years of their release are in one 
group, and those who did return (n= 496) are in the comparison group.  All 
participants are male. The sample did not include participants who were released 
after 1992.  Releasees were excluded from the sample if their participation was 
before 1988 or their participation followed their release (and readmission). 
Variables 
The specific background variables that were included in this study were 
determined through the review of literature as important characteristics that 
contribute to recidivism. Those variables include Release Age, First Crime, which 
resulted in prison incarceration, and Admission Type (first or multiple). Since the 
DOC database could not provide information on sentence length, this variable was 
also excluded from the study. The variable of ethnicity was not included for the 
reasons stated in the second chapter. Once the variables were chosen, they needed 
to be classified and scaled. 36 
In causal-comparative research the variable thought to be the effect is 
classified as dependent, and although the possible causes are to be determined by 
the research, the independent variable is thought to be the primary cause (Borg, et 
al., 1993).  In this study education participation (independent variable) was the 
primary focus as a possible cause for lower recidivism (dependent variable), 
however, other variables were identified by the literature as possibly also having an 
effect.  These variables were also independent but were classified as extraneous 
(Borg, et al., 1993) because they were not the focus of this research. 
An examination of the independent and extraneous variables (Age, First 
Crime, Admission Type and Program) and their relative strength on the dependent 
variable (Recidivism) provided additional information about the reasons for the 
reported return rates.  If all of the independent variables had the same strength of 
relationship to the dependent variable then there would have been no confounding 
factors in the rates of return. Measurement of the relative strength of each of the 
variables was accomplished by a Logistic Regression Analysis (SPSS,1999). This 
calculation is used when the dependent variable is binary and can have only one of 
two values.  In logistic regression, as in multiple regression, the contribution of 
each of the variables is difficult to determine because each variable depends on the 
other variables in the model. The R statistic is used in logistic regression to show 
the partial correlation between the dependent variable and each of the independent 
variables. The R statistic can range from 1 to +1. The higher the absolute value 37 
of R, the stronger the relationship between the independent and dependent 
variables. 
Once the variables were classified by type (dependent, independent, 
extraneous) a measurement scale (nominal, ordinal,  interval,  ratio) must be 
determined for each so that quantitative calculations can be performed (Bieger & 
Gerlach, 1996). The following figure represents the classification and scaling of 
the variables in accordance with the literature (Bieger & Gerlach, 1996; Borg, et 
al., 1993): 
Type  Name  Scale 
Dependent  Recidivism  Nominal 
Independent  Education Program  Nominal 
Extraneous  Release Age  Nominal 
First Crime  Nominal 
Admission Type  Nominal 
Figure 1. Variables. 
Data Collection and Recording 
Education program data provided information about the classes attended, 
diplomas, certificates, and degrees obtained. A report generated by this database 
provided pertinent information on all education participation for individuals 
between the inclusive dates of the study. Each participant had an assigned DOC 
number that was compared to the general DOC database to determine which 38 
participants were released from 1988 through 1992, and of those released, which 
had returned to the custody of DOC. Additionally, the DOC database provided 
information for each individual on age, type of offense, and previous incarcerations. 
One database was created from these two sources for each released offender that 
showed his age, type of offense, previous incarcerations, release date, return date (if 
applicable), and education participation including type of program, and program 
completion. 
Sample participants were divided into four groups, including Personal 
Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, Vocational, and College Transfer. Each of 
the groups except Personal Enrichment was divided into those who only 
participated in, and those who completed the program. Personal Enrichment 
courses did not culminate in a certificate, diploma, or degree, therefore completions 
were not reported for this group. Recidivism rates were calculated for both Non-
completers and completers separately. Participants were counted only once for the 
entire study, even though they may have participated in more than one program. If 
a participant was in more than one program, inclusion was based on the highest 
level of participation or completion. 
Levels of participation for the study were 1-Personal Enrichment, 
2-ABE/GED/High School, 3-Vocational, 4-College Transfer. Personal Enrichment 
included courses such as anger/stress management, victim awareness, life skills, 
and transition planning. ABE/GED/High School were grouped together for 39 
participation, because students may be enrolled in ABE while studying for the 
GED, and college database coding for high school and GED participation is the 
same. Credential completions for GED certificates and High School Diplomas 
were calculated separately. Vocational participants pursuing both certificates and 
degrees were grouped together, since some certificates were included in degree 
programs, and college database codes were the same for both certificates and 
degrees. Completions were separated for vocational certificates and degrees. 
College Transfer represented only those students who were studying for a general 
associate degree (Associate in Arts and Sciences) which was designed to transfer to 
a baccalaureate degree. Completions were calculated for completion of the AAS. 
Figure 2 shows the coding used for each of the variables. 
Validity 
Weaknesses in causal-comparative research that cause threats to internal 
validity are a lack of randomization and the inability to manipulate an independent 
variable (Cohen & Manion, 1994; Frankel & Wallen, 1996). These threats were 
addressed in a variety of ways in this study. First, data were collected for the entire 
population of participant releasees during the inclusive dates of the study, 
eliminating the need for randomization. Since only participants were included, the 
self-selection bias mentioned for much of the research in the second chapter was 
also eliminated; however, this also limited generalization as described in the 
Limitations section of this chapter. Frankel and Wallen (1996) also suggest 40 
consideration of subject characteristics in the variables analyzed, which this study 
has done to determine if other factors contributed to possible causes for the 
differences in groups. Finally statistical analyses were performed, which lent to 
validity as suggested by Cohen and Manion (1994), to test both the strength of the 
relationship of independent and extraneous variables on the dependent variable, and 
the significance (p< .05) of the comparison between the groups. 
Data Processing and Analysis 
The database was first divided among those who had returned to prison and 
those who had not returned. Since recidivism was the dependent variable, the two 
groups were compared to determine if there were differences. 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 7.5 (SPSS, 1997) 
was used for processing the data once the database was established. Choices about 
statistical methods used for analyzing the data were based on two primary criteria. 
These were the scale of the data being processed and the distribution of the data 
(Bieger & Gerlach, 1996; Borg, et al., 1993; Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996;). Bieger 
and Gerlach (1996) provided a process for choosing the appropriate statistical 
measures to be used by answering questions about the data. Parametric measures 
require interval data and a normal distribution (SPSS, 1997). If the data for the 
dependent variable are nominal and the data are not normally distributed then 
nonparametric tests are recommended (Bieger & Gerlach, 1996). In this study, 
the dependent variable data (recidivism) was dichotomous (nominal  0,1) and the 41 
Variable  Group  Code  Group  Code  Group  Code 
Release  <25  1 
Age 
25-29  2 
30-34  3 
35-39  4 
>39  5 
First Crime  Property  1 
Person  2 
Drug  3 
Sex  4 
Admission  First  1 
Type 
Multiple  2 
Education  Non- Completer  Credential 
Program  Completer 
Personal  ABE/GED/  GED  1 
Enrichment  1  HS  1 
ABE/GED/  2  Vocational  2  HS  2 
HS  Diploma 
Vocational  3  College  Vocational 
Transfer  3  Certificate  3 
College  4  Vocational 
Transfer  Degree  4 
Transfer 
Degree  5 
Recidivism  No  0 
Yes  1 
Figure 2. Variable Coding. 42 
sample distribution was unknown, but assumed not to be normal, since the 
participants were selected on the basis of a variable that was not present for the 
entire population of releasees. Nonparametric tests were chosen for analyzing the 
significance of the results based on the procedures discussed by Bieger and Gerlach 
(1996). Nonparametric tests are considered less powerful than parametric but are 
appropriate for this study due to the nominal dependent variable and the non-
normal distribution of the sample.  Specific measures used in this study are 
described in the process steps. 
The research questions were placed in an order to provide increasing levels 
of specificity in examining the question of the relationship between education 
participation and recidivism. The steps for analyzing the data were designed to 
provide increasing strength of the evidence of validity to support the findings. 
The data were processed and analyzed in the following steps: 
1. The distribution and recidivism rate for the sample was calculated. This 
provided the distribution and recidivism rate for all education program participants 
for the inclusive dates of the study. Descriptive statistics were used to show the 
results of these calculations. 
2.  The non-completers and completers were compared on the basis of 
program (Personal Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, Vocational, College 
Transfer) participation, age, type of offense, and previous incarcerations. A Logistic 
Regression Analysis was used to evaluate the strength of the relationship for each 43 
of the independent variables to the dependent variable of recidivism. This method 
was recommended for analysis when the dependent variable data is dichotomous 
(SPSS, 1999). The Partitioning of Chi-Square was used to control for the variables 
(Blalock, 1979). 
3. The non-completers and completers were compared for each education 
program group (Personal Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, Vocational, College 
Transfer).  The significance of the difference was calculated using Chi-square 
(SPSS, 1997), due to the nominal level of the data for the independent variable of 
recidivism. 
4.  The non-completers and completers from each program (Personal 
Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, Vocational, College Transfer) were compared 
among all programs.  The significance of the difference among groups was 
calculated using Chi-square (SPSS, 1997), due to the nominal level of the data for 
the independent variable of recidivism. 
Figures and Tables were created (SPSS, 1997) to display the descriptive 
statistical data and to show the results of the inferential statistical analysis. 
Limitations 
In addition to the general limitations of causal-comparative research 
discussed in the overview for this chapter, the following were specific limitations of 
this study: 44 
1.	  Any hypotheses generated as a result of this study have limited 
generalization,  especially  to  groups who did not participate  in 
correctional education programs.  This methodology did, however, 
eliminate self-selection bias that is the concern of many studies of this 
kind in the reviewed literature. 
2.	  Data for this study were available only for participants in the education 
program at McNeil Island Corrections Center.  If any of the subjects 
participated in other correction education programs it was unknown to 
the researcher. 
3.	  The DOC database has only arrest and reincarceration information for 
the State of Washington. If any of the subjects returned to prison in 
other states, that information was unavailable for this study. 
4.	  The analysis of the data and findings and the development of the 
hypotheses and recommendations include the bias of the researcher. 
This researcher bias is an essential element in the methodology. 45 
FINDINGS  
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a relationship between 
correctional education program participation and recidivism at one correctional 
institution in the State of Washington. Recidivism rates were examined for non-
completers and completers in prison Personal Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, 
Vocational, and College Transfer programs. This chapter is organized into the 
following parts: Identification of Subjects; Description of Subjects; Variable 
Distribution; General Return Rates; Strength of the Variables; Education Program 
Return Rates Within Groups; Education Program Return Rates Among Groups; and 
GED Completers. 
First the study reviewed how the subjects were identified and described. 
Next it examined the distribution of the sample on the variables. Then the rates of 
return were calculated for the entire sample, followed by an analysis of the strength 
of each of the study variables. Lastly, the education program participants and their 
respective rates of return were examined and compared. 
Sample Description (Research Question 1) 
The study sample which contained 1,382 participants, represented 8.9% of 
the total population (n= 15,577) of males released from Washington State prisons 
from 1988 through 1992. This study examined the distribution of participants by 
Release Age (<25, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, 40>), First Crime (property, person, drug, 46 
sex), Admission Type (first or other), and Education Program (personal enrichment, 
ABE/GED/high school, vocational, college transfer). 
This section shows the distribution of the sample for the variables of 
Release Age, First Crime, and Admission Type. It also shows the distribution for 
the sample of Education Program participation. Information about these 
distributions contributed to the overall understanding of the sample characteristics. 
Release Age 
Figure 3 depicts the distribution by Release Age for the sample. 18.8% 
(n=260) of the participants were under 25, 21.5% (n=297) were 25-29, 23.4% 
(n=323) were 30-34, 17.6% (n=243) were 35-39, and 18.7% (n=259) were over 39 
years of age upon release. The mean age range was between 25 and 34, while both 
the median and the mode are in the 30-34 year range. 
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Figure 3. Distribution By Release Age. 47 
First Crime 
First Crime is the crime for which the offender was convicted which 
resulted in the first commitment to DOC. This variable was important to review by 
category because DOC reports that recidivism varies by the type of crime 
committed (State of Washington, DOC, 1996). The categories of crimes reported 
by DOC are divided into those involving property, persons, drugs, and sex. The 
sample distribution for First Crime committed is shown in Figure 4. 24.8% 
(n=330) of the sample's First Crime is for property offenses, 39.8% (n=531) for 
crimes against persons, 20.9% (n=278) for drug offenses and 14.6% (n=194) for 
sex crimes. The DOC database did not report First Crime for 3.5% (n=49) of the 
sample. The median (2) and mode (2) for the sample were crimes against persons. 
DOC reports (Washington State DOC, 1996) higher rates of recidivism for First 
Crimes involving property and persons than those for drugs or sex. 
Admission Type 
Admission Type is divided into first admission or multiple (second or more) 
admissions. Admission Type distribution is illustrated in Figure 5 for the sample. 
67.4% (n=931) of the sample was released after their first admission to DOC, while 
32.6% (n=451) had been admitted more than once prior to the release reported for 
this study. The median (1) for the sample was first admission as was the mode (1). 
DOC reports (Washington State DOC, 1996) a higher rate of recidivism for those 
released after multiple admissions than for those in their first admission to prison. 48 
Figure 4. Distribution By First Crime. 
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Figure 5. Distribution By Admission Type. 49 
Program Participation and Completion 
Figure 6 shows the distribution by Program participation for the sample. 
The participants were grouped by Personal Enrichment 9% (n=124), 
ABE/GED/High School - 54% (n=738), Vocational - 34% (n=474), College 
Transfer 3% (n=46). The breakdown of those who participated in, but did not 
complete programs (n=968) is shown in Figure 7. The distribution for Non-
Completer participants was 13% (n=124) in Personal Enrichment, 41% (n=400) in 
ABE/GED/High School, 42% (n=405) in Vocational, and 4% (n=39) in College 
Transfer programs. 
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Figure 7. Education Program Non-Completions. 
Figure 8 shows the number and percentage in each category of credential 
completion. The total of 414 completer participants was divided into GED 
Certificate - 80% (n=331), High School Diploma - 2% (n=7), Vocational Certificate 
- 13% (n=54), Vocational Degree - 3% (n=15), and Transfer Degree - 2% (n=7). 
Since the primary focus of the study was on the relationship between education 
participation and recidivism, differences in recidivism for individual program non-
completers and completers were expected. 
Summary of Sample Description 
The study sample consisted of 1382 participants released from prison from 
1988 through 1992. The distribution of the sample reported the median and mode 
category in the variable of Release Age at 30 to 34 years (3). For First Crimes the 51 
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Figure 8. Education Program Completion Credentials. 
median and mode categories were for crimes against persons (2). The median and 
mode category for Admission Type was for first admissions (1). The sample also 
showed that the distribution for Education Program participants was 9% (n=124) in 
Personal Enrichment, 54% (n=738) in ABE/GED/High School, 34% (n=474) in 
Vocational and 3% (n=46) in College Transfer programs. 
General Return Rates (Research Question 1) 
Since the rate of return for releasees was the primary focus of the study, this 
was examined from a variety of perspectives. Statistical significance for the sample 
was computed using a Chi-square analysis for the recidivism data and was reported 
relative to each variable. 52 
The report of recidivism started with aggregate data for the sample, and then 
was broken down by the variables of Release Age, First Crime, and Admission 
Type. Then the aggregate of the sample for education program Non-Completers 
and Completers was compared without separation by program. 
Average Return Rate 
The mean recidivism rate for the sample was 35.9% as shown in Figure 9. 
A closer examination of the distribution of the return rates by each variable 
provided additional information about the sample. 
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Figure 9. Total Sample Return Percentage. 53 
Return by Release Age 
Figure 10 depicts the rates of return by the age categories identified 
previously. The sample had a return rate of 45.4% for those under 25 years of age 
(n=260), 39.1% for 25-29 year-olds (n=297), 34.7% for those 30-34 (n=323), 
36.6% for 35-39 year-olds (n=243) and 23.6% for those over 39 (n=259). The 
higher return rates among the youngest age groups was consistent with information 
from DOC (Washington State DOC, 1996) which reports that the younger an 
offender is at the time of release, the more likely he is to recidivate. A Pearson Chi-
Square was calculated for the sample in this comparison (Release Age to 
Recidivism) and was found to be significant at a level of p<.01. 
15 
CD 
C
I.-
= 
CD 
Ce 
4E. 
4.1 0 L 
4./
0. 
50 
45 
40 
35 
30 
25 
20 
15 
10 
5 
0  .  CO A  0)
C.-.,  A 6 . e)  el 
Release Age 
Figure 10. Return By Release Age. 54 
Return by First Crime 
Rates of return for the categories of the First Crime committed are 
illustrated in Figure 11 for the sample. Those participants with First Crimes against 
property (n=330) returned at a rate of 58.2%, while those with first crimes 
involving persons (n=531) recidivated at a rate of 30.7%. Drug offenders (n=278) 
had a return rate of 32% and sex offenders (n=194) returned at a rate of 20.6%. 
DOC reports (Washington State DOC,1996) the highest rate of return for property 
offenders followed by those with crimes involving persons, drugs, and sex, in that 
order. A Pearson Chi-Square was computed for the sample in this comparison 
(First Crime to Recidivism) and was found to be significant at the level of p<.01. 
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Figure 11. Return By First Crime. 55 
Return by Admission Type 
The differences in the return rates for the sample by Admission Type are 
shown in Figure 12. Those participants released after their first admission (n=931) 
returned at a rate of 29.2%, while those with previous admissions (n=224) had a 
return rate of 49.7%. This difference in the rate of recidivism for the sample was 
consistent with the DOC report (Washington State DOC, 1996) which showed a 
higher rate of return for those with multiple admissions prior to release. A Pearson 
Chi-Square Analysis was performed on the sample for this comparison (Admission 
Type to Recidivism) and was found to be significant at the level of p<.01. 
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Figure 12. Return By Admission Type. 56 
Return by Non-Completers/Completers 
Figure 13 shows the overall rates of return for the sample Non-Completers 
and Completers. The return rate for the 968 Non-Completers at 33.6% was less 
than that of the 414 Completers who had a 40.2% rate of return. The Pearson Chi-
square found a level of significance of p<.01 for the comparison. The difference 
between Non-Completers and Completers was counter-intuitive and required a 
deeper level of investigation to better understand the differences between the 
groups. A further explanation of these differences is provided in the next sections. 
The strength of the relationship between the variables and the rates of return for 
each of the education program areas were examined. 
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Figure 13. Sample Return By Non-Completion/Completion. 57 
Summary of General Return Rates 
The average rate of recidivism for the sample was 35.9%. Those 
participants who were under the age of 25 years recidivated at the highest rate 
(45.4%). Participants with First Crimes involving property returned at an average 
rate of 58.2%, while those who had been admitted to DOC more than once prior to 
this reported release, returned to prison at a rate of 49.7%. An examination of 
participants by Education Program showed a higher rate of return for Completers 
than Non-Completers. 80% of the Completers were in ABE/GED/High School, 
therefore, the rates of return for the participants in this group influenced the mean 
return rates for the entire sample. The differences in return rates between 
Completers and Non-Completers were further examined in the study. 
Strength of the Variables (Research Question 2) 
Findings for Strength of the Variables 
An analysis of the relative strength of the independent variables of Release 
Age, First Crime, Admission Type and Program on the dependent variable of 
Recidivism was accomplished, using a Logistic Regression Analysis. Table 4 
(Appendix A) shows the independent variables in the study, their R values and the 
significance of the relationship to the dependent variable. This calculation showed 
that the rank order (highest to lowest) of the independent variable strength of 
correlation to the dependent variable was Admission Type, First Crime, Release 58 
Age, and Education Program. The first three were significant at the p<.01 levels, 
while Education Program was significant at a level of p<.05. This means that all of 
the independent variables showed a significant partial correlation to Recidivism, 
however, Education Program participation was the lowest in correlation and 
significance. Simply stated, education participation had the least influence on an 
individual's return to prison of the variables measured in this study. This finding is 
important in understanding the return rates for the program groups. 
Since Education Program has the least relative strength and significance 
related to the variation in Recidivism, Partitioning of Chi-square was used to 
control for the stronger variables (Blalock, 1979) of Admission Type and First 
Crime. The process revealed a p<.05 level of significance when the variables were 
controlled for simultaneously (Appendix, Table 5). This means that Education 
Program participation does explain a portion of the variation in Recidivism. 
Summary of Strength of the Variables 
All of the study independent variables showed a significant partial 
correlation to the dependent variable. The rank order of significance and relative 
strength of the independent variables (highest to lowest) was Admission Type, First 
Crime, Release Age, and Education Program. Although Education Program had 
the lowest correlation to Recidivism, it retained significance when the other 
variables were controlled. 59 
Education Program Return Rates Within Groups (Research Question 3) 
Findings for Program Return Rates Within Groups 
Each of the education program groups (Personal Enrichment (n=124), 
ABE/GED/High School (n=738), Vocational (n=474), College Transfer (n=46) was 
evaluated for return rate differences between Non-Completers and Completers 
(Appendix, Table 10). Although there were differences reported, an assessment of 
individual group return rates revealed a significance of p<.01 for ABE/GED/High 
School, but no significance for either of the other groups. Personal Enrichment 
could not be measured for completion, as explained previously, and Vocational 
(p=.19) and College Transfer (p=.18) were not significant at the acceptable level of 
p<.05 on the Pearson Chi-square. This means that there was a significant 
relationship between participation/completion and recidivism for ABE/GED/High 
School participants, but not for the other groups in this study. 
Summary of Education Program Return Rates Within Groups 
ABE/GED/High School Completers returned at a higher level than Non-
Completers. The comparison between Non-Completers and Completers and their 
relationship to recidivism was not significant for the Personal Enrichment, 
Vocational, and College Transfer groups. 60 
Education Program Return Rates Among Groups (Research Question 4) 
Returns for All Participants 
When the education program groups were compared to each other by totals 
of Non-Completers and Completers together, the relationship between the 
participation and recidivism was significant at the p<.01 level as measured by 
Pearson's Chi-square. Figure 14 shows the return rates for all participants by 
program. While the rate of return for Personal Enrichment (n=124; 29% return) 
and College Transfer (n=46; 17.4% return) was below the mean for the sample, 
those combined groups constituted only 12.3% of the total study participants. 
ABE/GED/High School (n=738) had a higher return rate (39.2%) than the sample 
mean, and represented 53.4% of the sample. The recidivism rate for Vocational 
(n=474; 34.4% return) was 1.5% below the sample mean. Separating the groups 
into Non-Completers and Completers produced some different results. 
Returns for Non-Completers 
The results for the comparison of Non-Completers among all of the groups 
were found not to be significant (p=.17) by the Pearson Chi-Square. The 
relationship between participation (Non-Completion) in education programs and 
recidivism is not considered significant when the groups are compared to each 
other. 61 
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Figure 14. Return By Education Program Participation. 
Returns for Completers 
The rates of return for Completers when the education program groups were 
compared to each other are shown in Figure 15. In this comparison the 
ABE/GED/High School group (n=338) contained Completers for both GED 
Certificates and High School Diplomas, since they could not be separated for 
participation (Non-Completers). Vocational Certificate and Vocational Degree 
Completers (n=69) were reported together for the same reason. The relationship 
between education program completion and recidivism was significant at the p<.01 
level for this comparison. The overall return rate for the Completer group was 
5.4% higher than the sample mean and was affected by the large percentage in the 
ABE/GED/High School category. The ABE/GED/High School group represented 
81.6% of the Completers and had return rates 9.1% higher than the mean for the 62 
sample. The Vocational group returned at a rate 8.4% lower than the mean for the 
sample. College Transfer Completers (n=7) reported no returns; 100% stayed out 
of prison for at least five years. 
When the Completers were separated into individual certificate, diploma 
and degree categories (Figure 16), the results were similar to the completion groups 
shown in Figure 15 and remain significant (p=.01) as measured by the Pearson Chi-
Square. High School Diploma Completers (n=7; 28.6% return) returned at a rate 
7.3% below the total sample mean and 12.7% below the mean for the sample 
Completers. Vocational Certificate Completers (n=54) had a 10% lower return rate 
(25.9%) than the total sample mean and 15.4% lower than the mean for 
Completers. Those who completed Vocational Degrees (n=15; 33.3% return) 
returned at a 2.6% lower rate than the total sample mean and 8% below the mean 
for Completers. 
The College Transfer Degree Completers (n=7), with no returns, had a 
35.9% lower recidivism rate than the total sample mean and were 41.3% lower than 
the mean for sample Completers. Only the GED Certificate Completers (n=331) 
returned at higher rates than the means for both the total sample and the sample 
Completers. 
These results generally indicate that as higher levels of education were 
completed, recidivism decreased, with the exception of Vocational Degree 
Completers. The high rate of return for the GED Completers had a strong influence 63 
50  
45  
40  
35  
30  
25  
20  
15  
10  
5  
0  
0   2 
73  2 
Education Program 
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Figure 16. Return By Education Program Credentials. 64 
on the overall Completer return rates, because of the large percentage in that group. 
The reasons for this difference are deserving of further investigation and are 
examined later in this chapter. 
Summary of Education Program Return Rates Among Groups 
All participants in Personal Enrichment, Vocational and College Transfer 
programs returned at significantly lower rates than the mean for the sample, while 
ABE/GED/High School participant returns were significantly higher than the 
average. Results were not statistically significant, for Non-Completers in the 
sample. 
ABE/GED/High School completers showed a higher rate of return than the 
sample mean, while those in Vocational and College Transfer programs returned at 
lower rates. When credential completions were examined, those who completed 
high school diplomas, vocational certificates, vocational degrees, and college 
transfer degrees all returned at significantly lower rates than the mean for the 
sample. The rates of return were progressively lower as the level of educational 
credential completion increased, with the exception of vocational degree 
completers. Vocational degree completers had a higher return rate than the other 
credential completers except GED certificate completers, but lower than the mean 
for the sample. GED completers returned at a significantly higher rate than the 
mean for the sample. 65 
Further Discussion of Findings for GED Completers 
Since the rate of return for GED Completers was higher than the other 
groups, and had an influence on return rates for the total sample, it warranted closer 
examination to determine how the other study variables may have affected the 
results for the GED Completers. Admission Type, First Crime, and Release Age, 
were each compared to the rate of return for GED Completers. Admission Type 
(Figure 17) was significant at a level of p<.05 on Pearson's Chi-Square and First 
Crime (Figure 18) at p<.01, but Release Age (Figure 19), at p=.06 was not 
significant. Release Age statistics are included in the comparison, although they 
did not meet the generally accepted level of significance. GED Completers had a 
higher return than the sample for First Admissions and a larger percentage of 
Multiple Admissions. They also had a higher rate of return than the sample for 
Drug and Sex offenders and were generally younger than the sample group as a 
whole. 
Discussion of Findings 
The following section is a summary of the study findings explained 
previously in this chapter. 
Sample Description (Research Question 1) 
The study sample was composed of 1382 participants released from prison 
from 1988 through 1992. The median and mode for Release Age were 30 to 34 66 
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Figure 19. GED Completers Return By Release Age. 
years. Crimes against persons were the median and mode categories for First 
Crimes committed. The median and mode for Admission Type were those who 
were on their first admission prior to the release date reported. The sample also 
showed that the distribution for Education Program participants was 9% (n=124) in 
Personal Enrichment, 54% (n=738) in ABE/GED/High School, 34% (n=474) in 
Vocational and 3% (n=46) in College Transfer. 
General Return Rates (Research Question 1) 
The mean return rate for the sample was 35.9% of releases over the five 
year period. The highest rates of return were reported for those property offenders 
under the age of 25 years who had been admitted to DOC more than once prior to 
the reported release. The sample showed a significantly higher rate of return for 68 
Completers than Non-Completers. The differences in return rates between 
Completers and Non-Completers were further examined in the study. 
Strength of the Variables (Research Question 2) 
All of the independent variables of Admission Type, First Crime, Release 
Age, and Education Program showed a significant partial correlation to the 
dependent variable of Recidivism. The rank order in relative strength and 
significance of the independent variables (highest to lowest) was Admission Type, 
First Crime, Release Age, and Education Program. Participation in an education 
program had the least influence on recidivism among the variables examined in this 
study, however, it retained its significance when the other variables were 
controlled. 
Education Program Return Rates Within Groups (Research 
Question 3) 
The Personal Enrichment group had a return rate of 29% for Non-
Completers, but could not be compared to Completers, since completions are not 
reported for this group. Non-Completers in ABE/GED/High School returned at a 
significantly lower rate than Completers. These return rates had a strong influence 
on the overall rates of return for all participants due to the large percentage 
represented by this group in the sample. Although Vocational and College Transfer 
Completers returned at a lower rate than the Non-Completers, the results did not 
show significance at the minimum acceptable level. 69 
Education Program Return Rates Among Groups (Research 
Question 4) 
When total participants were compared among the Education Program 
groups, those in Personal Enrichment, Vocational and College Transfer programs 
returned at lower rates than the mean for the sample. ABE/GED/High School 
recidivated at a higher rate than the mean for the sample. All of these comparisons 
were statistically significant. Return rates for Non-Completers were not considered 
statistically significant when the groups were compared to each other. 
Completers in the ABE/GED/High School group returned at a significantly 
higher rate than the mean for the sample, while Vocational, and College Transfer 
Completers had significantly lower return rates than the mean for the sample. GED 
certificate completers returned at a significantly higher rate than the mean for the 
sample, while those who received high school diplomas, vocational certificates, 
vocational degrees and college transfer degrees recidivated at significantly lower 
rates. Results indicated that as participants completed progressively higher levels 
of educational programs, their recidivism decreased. Vocational degree completers 
were an exception to this finding, however their return rate was lower than the 
mean for the sample. 
Further Discussion of Findings for GED Completers 
Factors which may have contributed to the significantly higher rate of return 
for GED Completers compared to the sample included: 1. higher returns than the 70 
sample mean for First Admissions and those with First Crimes involving drugs and 
sex; 2. larger numbers than the sample mean of participants with Multiple 
Admissions; and 3. larger numbers of younger participants than the sample mean. 
The reported distribution would predict a higher return rate for GED Completers 
than the sample, based on the patterns of return indicated by DOC reporting 
(Washington State DOC, 1996). 
This summary of findings was the basis of the conclusions and 
recommendations in the next chapter.  Analyses of the findings were accomplished 
in consideration of the research questions presented in the first chapter. 71 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a relationship between 
correctional education program participation and recidivism at one correctional 
institution in the State of Washington. Recidivism rates were examined for 
participants in prison Personal Enrichment, and non-completers and completers in 
ABE/GED/High School, Vocational, and College Transfer programs to determine 
differences. Attempts to strengthen the evidence of validity were accomplished in 
several ways. The study utilized comparison groups of participants to control for 
self-selection bias. It also included and controlled for variables other than 
education participation, and used statistical analysis within and among the various 
sub-groups. As indicated in the chapter on methodology, these methods contribute 
to the validity of causal-comparative research. 
The conclusions, hypotheses, and recommendations were derived from a 
combination of the consideration of the statistical validity of the results, and the 
bias of the researcher. This researcher bias is a combination of his culture, life 
experience, education, familiarity with the context of the study, and understanding 
of the methods and criteria for causal-comparative research. Researcher bias in this 
study was considered to contribute to the evidence of validity of the study results. 
This chapter is organized into three parts: The Summary Discussion and 
Conclusions, the Hypotheses, and the Recommendations. 72 
Summary Discussion and Conclusions 
The primary research question examined in this study was: Is there a 
significant relationship between correctional education participation and subsequent 
recidivism for offenders who enrolled in programs at McNeil Island Corrections 
Center from January, 1988 through December, 1992? Four related questions were 
asked in an attempt to answer the primary research question. These four questions 
frame the summary discussion and conclusions of the study. Although information 
provided by the findings of this study could lead to more information about the 
population of inmates in the State of Washington, generalizations beyond the 
sample examined are inappropriate. 
Question One 
What are the distribution and the rate of recidivism for the sample of 
participants? 
Question One Discussion 
The study sample consisted of 1382 participants released from prison from 
1988 through 1992. The distribution of the sample on the variable of Release Age 
reported 18.8% were <25, 21.5% were 25-29, 23.4% were 30-34, 17.6% were 34-
39, and 18.7% were over the age of 39. The median and mode for the variable of 
Release Age were both 30 to 34 years. For First Crimes the distribution reported 
was 24.8% for property crimes, 39.8% for crimes against persons, 20.9% for drug 73 
crimes, and 14.6% for sex crimes. First Crimes were not reported for 49 of the 
1382 sample participants. Both the median and mode for the variable of First 
Crime were for crimes against persons. The distribution for the variable of 
Admission Type was 67.4% first admissions and 32.6% of the sample were on their 
second or subsequent admission at the time of release. Both the median and mode 
for Admission Type was for first admission. The sample also showed that the 
distribution for Education Program participants was 9% in Personal Enrichment, 
54% in ABE/GED/High School, 34% in Vocational and 3% in College Transfer 
programs. 
The average rate of recidivism for the sample was 35.9%. Those 
participants who were under the age of 25 years recidivated at the highest rate 
(45.4%). This finding is consistent with DOC reporting (Washington State DOC, 
1996) which indicates that recidivism decreases as age increases for offenders. 
Participants with First Crimes involving property returned at an average rate of 
58.2%, while those who had been admitted to DOC more than once prior to this 
reported release, returned to prison at a rate of 49.7%. Both of these findings are 
consistent with DOC reporting (Washington State DOC, 1996) which stated that 
the highest rates of recidivism are among property offenders and those who have 
been admitted to prison more than once. 
An examination of participants by Education Program showed a 
significantly (p<.01) higher rate of return for Completers than Non-Completers. 74 
80% of the Completers were in the ABE/GED/High School group, therefore, the 
rates of return for the Non-Completers and Completers in this group influenced the 
mean return rates for the entire sample. The differences in return rates between 
Completers and Non-Completers were further examined in the study. 
The findings of this study for question one indicated that the correctional 
education completers returned to prison at a higher rate than the non-completers in 
the sample.  This information differed from the findings of most of the studies 
reviewed in the second chapter. Of the studies that compared educational program 
completers to non-completers (Cogburn, 1988; Davis & Chown, 1986; New York 
State, 1989; 1991; Porporino & Robinson, 1992; Thorpe, et al., 1984) only Davis 
and Chown (1986) found a higher rate of recidivism for educational program 
completers than for non-completers.  Their study examined those enrolled in 
vocational programs. 
In addition to being contrary to most of the literature on recidivism, the 
higher rate of return for the education program completers seemed counter-
intuitive.  It might have been expected that there would be no difference between 
completers and non-completers (the null hypothesis) but finding that the recidivism 
rate for completers was higher required further examination and explanation. As 
has been stated previously, the high return rates for the ABE/GED/High School 
group influenced the mean return rate for the sample.  The discussion and 75 
conclusions of the research questions that follow in this chapter further examined 
the differences in the sample education program groups. 
Question One Conclusions 
1.	  The highest recidivism rates for the sample were among the youngest 
release age group who were first committed for property offenses and 
had been admitted to prison more than once. 
2.	  35.9% of the sample participants for this study returned to prison within 
five years of their release date. 
3. When the total sample of education program participants was examined 
without separation by program group, those who completed education 
programs returned to prison at a significantly (p<.01) higher rate than 
those who did not complete programs. 
Question Two 
What is the strength of the relationship between the independent variables 
of education program  participation,  age,  type  of offense,  and previous 
incarcerations, and the dependent variable of recidivism? 
Question Two Discussion 
A Logistic Regression Analysis was used to assess the relative strength of 
the independent variables on the dependent variable.  This method was chosen 
based on the nominal nature of the data for the dependent variable (SPSS, 1999). 76 
All of the independent variables showed a significant partial correlation to the 
independent variable, however the strongest (Admission Type) explained only 16% 
of the variation of the dependent variable.  Education Program participation, the 
weakest of the variables explained only 3% of the variation. When the stronger 
variables were controlled by the Partitioning of Chi-square (Blalock, 1979), 
Education Program participation remained significant related to its relationship to 
the variation in the dependent variable. 
The process of performing the Logistic Regression showed the statistical 
significance of the correlation between education and recidivism for the sample 
group.  While this statistical relationship was not conclusive, it did provide 
evidence that education had some relationship to recidivism for this offender group. 
The Partitioning of Chi-square provided further evidence of this relationship, since 
it controlled for the other variables measured. This indicated that even when the 
effect of education was measured independently, some correlation to recidivism 
existed for this sample group. 
Question Two Conclusions 
1.	  All of the independent variables had a statistically significant partial 
correlation to the dependent variable, however, the strongest correlation 
accounted for only 16% of the difference in recidivism for this sample 
group. 77 
2. The rank order in relative strength and significance of the independent 
variables (highest to lowest) was Admission Type, First Crime, Release 
Age, and Education Program. 
3.	  Education Program had the least influence on the variation in recidivism 
but remained significant when the other variables are controlled for 
simultaneously. 
4.	  Since variables other than education had a stronger influence on 
recidivism, the distribution of these variables in the Education Program 
groups significantly affected the group return rates. 
Question Three 
Are there differences in the rates of recidivism between non-completers and 
completers within each program (Personal Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, 
Vocational, College Transfer)? 
Question Three Discussion 
The recidivism rates for Non-Completers and Completers were compared 
within each group.  Since the Personal Enrichment group did not report 
Completers, this comparison could not be made. When comparisons were made for 
the ABE/GED/High School group, the findings showed a significantly higher rate 
of return for Completers than for other participants. This information differs from 
that found by Cogburn (1988), New York State (1989) and  Porporino and 78 
Robinson (1992) in studies which compared non-completers to completers in 
ABE/GED/High School programs.  This study attempted to improve upon the 
methodology described for each of the other studies in the second chapter, 
especially in the area of validity. The selection method in this study controlled for 
self-selection bias by selecting only those participating in education programs.  It 
also attempted to improve validity by controlling for variables other than education 
participation and using statistical analysis of the results. The other studies reviewed 
lacked one or more of these methods. 
The distribution of the ABE/GED/High School group on the variables other 
than Education Program indicated an expected higher level of return than the mean 
for the sample. This conclusion was based on the reported return rates from DOC 
(State of Washington DOC, 1996), which indicated that those who are younger, 
with multiple offenses, especially against persons and property, recidivated at 
higher rates than those with other characteristics.  This description applied to the 
ABE/GED/High School group. 
Although both the Vocational and College Transfer Completers had 
substantially lower rates of return for Completers over Non-Completers, these 
within group comparisons were not statistically significant. The research reviewed 
for vocational and college programs in the second chapter of this study indicated 
reduced recidivism for these groups with one exception. Davis and Chown (1986) 
found a higher rate of return for vocational program completers than those who had 79 
not completed their training, although they did not actually measure the rate of 
recidivism for the participants. An instrument was used to statistically predict the 
rate of return. 
This study measured the actual return rate for the participants rather than 
relying on a statistical predictor. The lack of statistical significance for the findings 
of these groups was not examined in this study but could possibly be explained by 
the smaller numbers in these groups compared to those in ABE/GED/High School. 
Since the statistical analysis only contributes to the evidence of validity for study 
results, final conclusions cannot be established based on a lack of statistical 
significance.  The lower rates of return for Vocational and College Transfer 
Completers is important to consider as a portion of the evidence about the 
relationship between correctional education and recidivism. 
Question Three Conclusions 
1. ABE/GED/High School Completers returned to prison at a significantly 
higher rate than Non-Completers. 
2. Since the independent variables other than Education Program had the 
statistically strongest influence on recidivism for this study, the 
distribution of the ABE/GED/High School group on these 
variables indicated a higher predicted return than the mean for the 
sample. 80 
3. Vocational and College Transfer program Completers had lower rates of 
return than Non-Completers, but were not found to be statistically 
significant. 
Question Four 
Are there differences in the rates of recidivism for non-completers and 
completers when the programs (Personal Enrichment, ABE/GED/High School, 
Vocational, College Transfer) are compared to each other? 
Question Four Discussion 
The comparison among the groups was done in three stages. First the total 
of all participants was compared among the groups.  Next the Non-Completers 
among the groups were compared. Finally, the groups were compared among those 
who had completed education programs, and specific certificates, diplomas and 
degrees. 
When the total participants were compared, those in Personal Enrichment 
and College Transfer returned at significantly lower rates than the mean for the 
sample. Vocational participants returned at a lower rate, and the ABE/GED/High 
School group had a significantly higher rate of recidivism than the combined group 
mean. 
A comparison of Non-Completers among the groups revealed that those in 
Personal Enrichment and College Transfer programs returned at lower than average 81 
rates.  Vocational and ABE/GED/High School Non-Completer return rates were 
higher than the mean for the combined groups. The findings for this comparison 
were not found to be statistically significant at the minimum level. 
The comparison of Completers among the groups revealed statistically 
significantly lower levels of recidivism for higher levels of educational completion. 
The ABE/GED/High School group had the highest return rate, Vocational program 
Completers were lower, and those who completed College Transfer programs did 
not return in the five year period. 
A further delineation of Completers by certificate, diploma, and degrees 
attained showed significantly lower levels of recidivism for higher levels of 
education program completion. The one exception to this pattern was for vocational 
degree completions, although that group's return rates were still below the mean for 
the combined groups. Participants who completed GED certificates returned at a 
significantly higher rate than the mean for all groups combined. The distribution of 
this group on the variables other than education program indicated that the return 
rates would be higher than the average for the combined groups. 
This pattern of lower rates of return for higher levels of educational program 
completion was an assumption stated in the first chapter of this study and is 
supported by other research.  Studies by Harer (1994), Jenkins, et al. (1995), and 
Knepper (1989) all found a relationship between higher levels of educational 
participation and reduced recidivism.  The one exception to this was Knepper's 82 
finding that college participants returned at a higher rate, while the recidivism for 
those in other groups was progressively lower as the level of education increased. 
Harer used a complex statistical analysis to predict recidivism, but did not measure 
the actual return rates for participants.  Jenkins, et al. did not utilize statistical 
analysis but did analyze variables other than education for their study. 
The methodology for the comparison between groups for this study 
attempted to provide evidence of validity of the results in a variety of ways, which 
were described previously.  These methods included the actual measure of 
recidivism for the groups rather than relying on statistical prediction.  Statistical 
measures were employed to measure the significance of the results.  Statistical 
significance of the differences among the groups was considered to strengthen the 
validity of the results but does not allow for generalization to be made to other 
populations. 
Question Four Conclusions 
1.	  There was a statistically significant relationship between education 
program completion and recidivism for the participants in this study. 
2.	  Education program non-completers in this study showed a lower rate of 
recidivism as their level of education participation increased, however, 
this conclusion is not statistically significant. 83 
3.	  Completers of education programs in  this  study recidivated  at 
statistically significantly lower rates as their level of education program 
completion increased. 
4.	  Attainment of certificates, diplomas and degrees for participants in this 
study had a statistically significant relationship to reduced recidivism as 
their level increased. The one exception to this relationship was the 
achievement of vocational degrees, in which case study participants 
returned at a higher rate than high school diploma graduates, but at a 
lower rate than the mean for all completers. 
Summary of Conclusions 
As discussed in the first chapter, the analysis, conclusions, hypotheses, and 
recommendations in this study were based on the bias of the researcher. As stated, 
this study was a combination of positivistic and naturalistic research, where the 
conclusions and hypotheses emerged from the examination of the data.  This 
methodology is contrasted to experimental approach where the hypotheses are 
stated at the beginning and supported or rejected. The bias and the emerging nature 
of the evidence in this study contribute to its validity.  The statistical evidence, 
which was presented and the conclusions drawn from that evidence are a beginning 
of an understanding of the complexity of what contributes to offender's return to 
prison. This study limited its examination to a few variables, which were common 84 
to the literature reviewed in an attempt to better understand the relationship of 
education to recidivism for a selected group of offenders. 
Based on the statistical analysis provided, participation in and even 
completion of education programs in prison represents only a portion of the 
explanation of why these people returned to prison.  The study variable with 
strongest correlation to recidivism explained only 16% of the difference between 
those who returned and those who stayed out of prison.  Consideration of the 
statistics only might lead one to conclude that education made little difference in 
the lives of these people, so why is it important to examine? 
The answer to that question is one that could be asked about education and 
any other of our human endeavors in the general population. The answers for the 
general population and for this group of studied participants are similar.  Life is 
complex and consists of an integrated network of circumstances, all of which 
contribute to the whole. Education participation for offenders is just one portion of 
that network for each of the participants. 
This study attempted to provide evidence, if any, of the relationship of 
formal education to recidivism for one group of offenders who participated over a 
five year period.  The evidence indicated that there was a relationship between 
education and recidivism, but it also indicated that education did not provide the 
entire explanation of the difference between those who returned to prison and those 
who did not.  The evidence further supported the notion that completion of 85 
education programs contributed more to reduced recidivism than not having 
completed programs of study.  Those who completed more advanced levels of 
education showed lower rates of return to prison.  Those who completed GED 
certificates returned at a higher rate than the mean for the sample, but all other 
groups of those who completed educational diplomas, certificates, and degrees 
recidivated at rates below the mean for the sample.  Everyone who completed 
college transfer degrees stayed out of prison for at least five years. This evidence 
was supportive of the theoretical framework of the study, which stated that 
offenders develop cognitively and morally as their level of education increases. 
The finding that those who complete GED certificates return to prison at a 
higher rate than other study participants requires further examination. Explanations 
provided by the study data were that GED completers reported higher percentages 
than the sample of multiple offenders, property and person offenders, and those in 
the younger age groups, all of which would predict higher rates of recidivism. 
Several other factors could contribute to a higher return rate for those who 
completed GED certificates over rates for those who completed other credentials. 
One consideration is that GED participants are not required to complete a 
prescribed number of classes before taking the GED examination. This means that 
the length of participation in education programs was less for GED participants 
than for those who completed high school diplomas, vocational certificates and 
college degrees. The persistence required in the educational programs other than 86 
the GED may contribute to cognitive moral development as described in the first 
chapter.  The value of a GED certificate after release is also questionable. 
Employers and educational institutions place a higher value on high school 
diplomas, vocational certificates, and college degrees than on a GED certificate, 
however, the GED certificate denotes a basic level of skill attainment required for 
progression to the higher level programs. These and other possible explanations for 
the recidivism rates of GED completers deserve further consideration and study. 
The first chapter explained that the Washington State Legislature passed a 
law in 1995, which resulted in the elimination of diploma and degree programs in 
the  state's  correctional institutions.  The policy, which resulted from that 
legislation, remains in place currently.  This means that inmates in Washington 
State correctional facilities are not provided programs to complete their high school 
diplomas or college degrees, however, they are provided programs to complete 
their GED certificate and some vocational programming. The evidence provided 
by this study indicated that those who completed high school diplomas, vocational 
certificates and college degrees recidivated at progressively lower rates as their 
level of education increased. Those who completed GED certificates returned at 
higher than the average rate of the sample over the five-year period studied. This 
evidence provides a reason to re-examine the present policy, and to consider the 
reinstatement of diploma and degree programs. 87 
Although the results of this study are not conclusive, they do provide 
information on which to base the Hypotheses and Recommendations, which follow. 
Emerging Hypotheses 
1.	  Correctional education program completion above the level of the GED 
certificate is related to reduced recidivism for male offenders. 
2.	  For male offenders, as the level of correctional education program 
completion increases, the rate of recidivism decreases. 
3.	  The variables of the type of admission, the type of crime committed, and 
the age of the offender have a stronger influence on the rate of 
recidivism for male offenders than does education participation. 
Recommendations 
For Policy 
1.	  That the Washington State Legislature and Department of Corrections 
re-establish  correctional  education programs which lead  to  the 
completion of high school diplomas, and college vocational and transfer 
degrees, rather than providing only GED and work-related training. 
2.	  That correctional education be viewed as a viable correctional program 
and required in case management and programming for inmates. 88 
For Action 
1.	  That the databases for inmate tracking and education programming in 
the State of Washington be consolidated to enable information to be 
more accessible for research, decision-making, and policy development. 
2.	  That the Washington State Department of Corrections and the 
Washington Community and Technical Colleges create a collaborative 
partnership, with decision-making authority, to decide upon the 
practices and policies of correctional education programs. 
For Research 
1.	  Design experimental and qualitative research to test the hypotheses 
generated by this study, including why the completion of education 
programs above the level of GED is related to reduced recidivism; why 
recidivism decreases when education program completion increases; and 
why variables other than education participation have a stronger 
influence on recidivism. 
2.	  Investigate the reasons that the rates of recidivism were higher for the 
GED completion group in this study than for the other groups examined. 
3.	  Investigate what happened for the Personal Enrichment program 
participants included in this study, including the results of individual 
kinds of classes (i.e. anger/stress management) on subsequent behavior. 89 
4.	  Investigate what other factors in correctional program completion make 
a difference (ie.job placement, personal growth, etc.) 
5.	  Investigate the relationship between the hours of study in correctional 
education programming and recidivism. 
6.	  Examine more variables, which could contribute to reduced recidivism. 
7.	  Examine how the variable of race affects participation and completion in 
correctional education programs and influences the rate of recidivism. 
8.	  Investigate results other than reduced recidivism, which may be related 
to correctional education participation. These might include things such 
as improved self-concept, reduced disciplinary actions in prison, or 
better jobs after release. 90 
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APPENDIX  99 
Table 1. Sample Release Age Distribution. 
Statistics 
RELAGECO  
N  Valid  1382  
Missing  0  
Mean  2.9595  
Median  3.0000  
Mode  3.00  
Release Age 
Valid  Cumulativ 
Frequency  Percent  Percent  e Percent 
Valid  1.UU  260  18.8  18.8  18.8 
2.00  297  21.5  21.5  40.3 
3.00  323  23.4  23.4  63.7 
4.00  243  17.6  17.6  81.3 
5.00  259  18.7  18.7  100.0 
Total  1382  100.0  100.0 100 
Table 2. Sample First Crime Distribution. 
Statistics 
FRSCRMCO 
N  Valid  1333 
Missing  49 
Mean  2.2521 
Median  2.0000 
Mode  2.00 
First Crime 
Valid  Cumulativ 
Frequency  Percent  Percent  e Percent 
Valid  1.UU  330  23.9  24.8  24.8 
2.00  531  38.4  39.8  64.6 
3.00  278  20.1  20.9  85.4 
4.00  194  14.0  14.6  100.0 
Total  1333  96.5  100.0 
Missing  System  49  3.5 
Total  1382  100.0 101 
Table 3. Sample Admission Type Distribution. 
Statistics 
ADMTYCO 
N  Valid  1382 
Missing  0 
Mean  1.3263 
Median  1.0000 
Mode  1.00 
Admission Type 
Valid  Cumulativ 
Frequency  Percent  Percent  e Percent 
Valid  1.00  931  67.4  67.4  67.4 
2.00  451  32.6  32.6  100.0 
Total  1382  100.0  100.0 102 
Table 4. Logistic Regression Analysis.  
Variable  Wald  Df  Sig  R  
Admission Type  51.6871  1  0  -0.1687 
First Crime  49.2249  3  0  0.1573 
Release Age  23.2766  1  0  -0.1104 
Education  7.8413  3  0.0494  0.0325 
Program 
Constant  2.2462  1  0.1339 103 
Table 5. Partitioned Chi-Square Test. 
Education Program BY Return CONTROLLING FOR First Crime and Admission Type 
First Crime  Admission Type  Value  Df 
Property  First  Pearson Chi-Square  3.40314  3  .33 
N of Valid Cases  162 
Multiple  Pearson Chi-Square  2.41515  3  .49 
N of Valid Cases  168 
Person  First  Pearson Chi-Square  7.86863  3  .04 
N of Valid Cases  386 
Multiple  Pearson Chi-Square  4.94989  3  .17 
N of Valid Cases  145 
Drug  First  Pearson Chi-Square  0.36956  3  .94 
N of Valid Cases  228 
Multiple  Pearson Chi-Square  5.97791  3  .11 
N of Valid Cases  50 
Sex  First  Pearson Chi-Square  9.91461  3  .01 
N of Valid Cases  155 
Multiple  Pearson Chi-Square  2.42804  3  .48 
N of Valid Cases  39 
Pooled Chi-Square Statistic 
CHI-Square=37.328 
Degrees of Freedom=24 
p<.05 104 
Table 6. Sample Return by Release Age. 
Case Processing Summary 
Cases 
Valid  Missing  Total 
N  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent 
KELACiEUU OU I !NZ  1382  100.0%  0  .0%  1382  100.0% 
Release Age by Return 
Return 
.00  1.00  Total  
Release  1.UU  (Aunt  142  118  260  
Age   % within RELAGECO  54.6%  45.4%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  16.0%  23.8%  18.8% 
% of Total	  10.3%  8.5%  18.8% 
-270-6-Count  181  116  297 
% within RELAGECO  60.9%  39.1%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  20.4%  23.4%  21.5% 
% of Total	  13.1%  8.4%  21.5% 
70-0----Count	  211  112  323 
% within RELAGECO  65.3%  34.7%  100.0% 
within OUTIN2  23.8%  22.6%  23.4% 
% of Total  15.3%  8.1%  23.4% 
4.00	  Count  154  89  243 
within RELAGECO  63.4%  36.6%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  17.4%  17.9%  17.6% 
% of Total  11.1%  6.4%  17.6% 
5.0rnCount  198  61  259 
% within RELAGECO  76.4%  23.6%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  22.3%  12.3%  18.7% 
% of Total  14.3%  4.4%  18.7% 
-Total  Count  886  496  1382  
within RELAGECO  64.1%  35.9%  100.0%  
% within OUTIN2  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  
% of Total	  64.1%  35.9%  100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
Value  df  (2-sided) 
Hearson uni-Square  28.881  4  .000 
N of Valid Cases  1382 
a. 105 
Table 7. Sample Return by First Crime. 
Case Processing Summary 
Cases 
Valid  Missing  Total 
N  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent 
1-K5C;KMCC) UU I INZ  1333  96.5%  49  3.5%  1382  100.0% 
First Crime by Return 
Return 
.00  1.00  Total 
First  1.00  Count  138  192  330 
Crime  % within FRSCRMCO  41.8%  58.2%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  16.3%  39.7%  24.8% 
% of Total  10.4%  14.4%  24.8% 
-27  CO:-Count  368  163  531 
% within FRSCRMCO  69.3%  30.7%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  43.3%  33.7%  39.8% 
% of Total  27.6%  12.2%  39.8% 
..017-Count  189  89  278 
% within FRSCRMCO  68.0%  32.0%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  22.3%  18.4%  20.9% 
% of Total  14.2%  6.7%  20.9% 
amount  154  40  194 
% within FRSCRMCO  79.4%  20.6%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  18.1%  8.3%  14.6% 
% of Total  11.6%  3.0%  14.6% 
Total  Count  849  484  1333 
% within FRSCRMCO  63.7%  36.3%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 
% of Total  63.7%  36.3%  100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
Value  df  (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square  98.372a  3  .000 
N of Valid Cases  1333 106 
Table 8. Sample Return by Admission Type. 
Case Processing Summary 
Cases 
Valid  Missing  Total 
N  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent 
AVM I YUU UU I INZ  1382  100.0%  0  .0%  1382  100.0% 
Admission Type by Return 
Return  
.00  1.00  Total  
Admit  1.UU  Count  659  272  931  
Type   % within ADMTYCO  70.8%  29.2%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  74.4%  54.8%  67.4% 
% of Total  47.7%  19.7%  67.4% 
-Count  227  224  451 
% within ADMTYCO  50.3%  49.7%  100.0% 
% within OUTIN2  25.6%  45.2%  32.6% 
% of Total  16.4%  16.2%  32.6% 
Total	  Count  886  496  1382  
% within ADMTYCO  64.1%  35.9%  100.0%  
% within OUTIN2  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  
% of Total  64.1%  35.9%  100.0%  
Chi-Square Tests 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
Value  df  (2-sided) 
Hearson chi-Square  55.229u  1  .000 
N of Valid Cases  1382 
a. 
b. 107 
Table 9. Sample Return by Completion. 
RETURN 
NO  YES  Total 
CUMF'LL I IUN  NU  Count  643  325  968  
% within completion  66.4%  33.6%  100.0%  
% within returns  72.6%  65.5%  70.0%  
°A of Total  46.5%  23.5%  70.0%  
YES  Count  243  171  414  
% within completion  58.7%  41.3%  100.0%  
within returns  27.4%  34.5%  30.0%  
% of Total  17.6%  12.4%  30.0%  
Total  Count  886  496  1382  
% within completion  64.1%  35.9%  100.0%  
% within returns  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  
% of Total  64.1%  35.9%  100.0%  
Chi-Square Test 
Asymp.  
Sig.  
Value  df  (2-sided)  
Pearson Chi-Square  7.530  .006  1 108 
Table 10. Return by Completion for Education Program. 
Personal Enrichment 
RETURN 
NO  YES  Total 
UUMPLE I ION  NU  Count  88  36  124 
% within 
71.0%  29.0%  100.0% COMPLETION  
% within RETURN  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  
% of Total  71.0%  29.0%  100.0%  
o al  Count  88  36  124 
% within 
71.0%  29.0%  100.0% COMPLETION 
% within RETURN  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 
% of Total  71.0%  29.0%  100.0% 
Chi-Square Testsb 
Value  
Pearson chi-square  .d  
N of Valid Cases  124 
a. No statistics are computed  
because COMPLENO is a constant.  
b. INTENTGR = 1.00 109 
Table 10. (Continued) 
Abe/Ged/High School 
RETURN 
NO  YES  Total 
UUMI-1LE I IUN  NU  Count  263  137  400 
% within 
65.8%  34.3%  100.0% COMPLETION  
% within RETURN  58.6%  47.4%  54.2%  
% of Total  35.6%  18.6%  54.2%  
fount  186  152  338  
% within 
55.0%  45.0%  100.0% COMPLETION  
°A, within RETURN  41.4%  52.6%  45.8%  
% of Total  25.2%  20.6%  45.8%  
Total	  Count  449  289  738 
% within 
60.8%  39.2%  100.0% COMPLETION  
% within RETURN  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  
% of Total  60.8%  39.2%  100.0%  
Chi-Square Tests 
Asymp.  
Sig.  
Value  df  (2-sided)  
Pearson Uhl-Square  8.837  1  .003  110 
Table 10. (Continued) 
Vocational 
RETURN 
UUMF'LL I ION  NU  count 
% within 
COMPLETION 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
--YES-----Count 
% within 
COMPLETION 
NO 
261 
64.4% 
83.9% 
55.1% 
50 
72.5% 
YES 
144 
35.6% 
88.3% 
30.4% 
19 
27.5% 
Total 
405 
100.0% 
85.4% 
85.4% 
69 
100.0% 
76E1 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
Count 
% within 
COMPLETION 
16.1% 
10.5% 
311 
65.6% 
11.7% 
4.0% 
163 
34.4% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
474 
100.0% 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
100.0% 
65.6% 
100.0% 
34.4% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Pearson chi-square 
Value 
1.680 
df 
1 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.195 111 
Table 10. (Continued) 
College Transfer 
RETURN 
UUMFILE I IUN  NU  count 
NO 
31 
YES 
8 
Total 
39 
"Yo within 
COMPLETION  79.5%  20.5%  100.0% 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
-------Count ,,es 
% within 
COMPLETION 
81.6% 
67.4% 
7 
100.0% 
100.0% 
17.4% 
84.8% 
84.8% 
7 
100.0% 
Total 
cY0 within RETURN 
% of Total 
Count 
% within 
COMPLETION 
18.4% 
15.2% 
38 
82.6% 
8 
17.4% 
15.2% 
15.2% 
46 
100.0% 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
100.0% 
82.6% 
100.0% 
17.4% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Hearson chi-square 
Value 
1.738 
df 
1 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.187 112 
Table 11. Return by All Participants in Education Programs. 
RETURN 
NO  YES  Total 
EUUL:A I IUN  Hers  Count  88  36  124 
PROGRAM  onal  % within  ED. PROG  71.0%  29.0%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  9.9%  7.3%  9.0% 
% of Total  6.4%  2.6%  9.0% 
PITE-7-Count  449  289  738 
GED/  % within  ED. PROG  60.8%  39.2%  100.0% 
HS  % within RETURN  50.7%  58.3%  53.4% 
% of Total  32.5%  20.9%  53.4% 
VI:sc --Count  311  163  474 
% within  ED. PROG  65.6%  34.4%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  35.1%  32.9%  34.3% 
% of Total  22.5%  11.8%  34.3% 
ThCz)l.  Count  38  8  46 
Tran  % within  ED. PROG  82.6%  17.4%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  4.3%  1.6%  3.3% 
% of Total 
2.7%  .6%  3.3% 
ota  ount  886  496  1382 
% within  ED. PROG  64.1%  35.9%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 
% of Total  64.1%  35.9%  100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
Value  df  (2-sided) 
Pearson UN-Square  13.270  3  .004 113 
Table 12. Return by Education Program Completion. 
Non-Completers 
RETURN 
NO  YES  Total 
I  - oun 
PROGRAM  SON   % within ED PROG  71.0%  29.0%  100.0% 
AL  % within RETURN  13.7%  11.1%  12.8% 
% of Total  9.1%  3.7%  12.8% 
ABE/  Count  263  137  400 
GED/  % within ED PROG  65.8%  34.3%  100.0% 
HS  % within RETURN  40.9%  42.2%  41.3%  
of Total  27.2%  14.2%  41.3%  
VOC  Count  261  144  405  
% within ED PROG  64.4%  35.6%  100.0%  
% within RETURN  40.6%  44.3%  41.8%  
% of Total  27.0%  14.9%  41.8%  
COL  Count  31  8  39  
TRA   % within  ED PROG  79.5%  20.5%  100.0% 
within RETURN  4.8%  2.5%  4.0% 
of Total 
3.2%  .8%  4.0% 
ota  ount  643  325  968 
% within  ED PROG  66.4%  33.6%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 
% of Total  66.4%  33.6%  100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests  
Asymp.  
Sig.  
Value  df  (2-sided)  
Fiearson uru-Square  4.925  3  .177  114 
Table 12. (Continued) 
Completers 
IN  I  EN I (3K 
-Total 
ABE/  Count 
GED/  % within  ED PROG 
HS  % within RETURN 
% of Total 
-70-C---Count 
% within ED PROG 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
COL  Count 
TRA  % within ED PROG 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
Count 
within ED PROG 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
RETURN 
NO  YES 
186  152 
55.0%  45.0% 
76.5%  88.9% 
44.9%  36.7% 
50  19 
72.5%  27.5% 
20.6%  11.1% 
12.1%  4.6% 
7 
100.0% 
2.9% 
1.7% 
243  171 
58.7%  41.3% 
100.0%  100.0% 
58.7%  41.3% 
Total 
338 
100.0% 
81.6% 
81.6% 
69 
100.0% 
16.7% 
16.7% 
7 
100.0% 
1.7% 
1.7% 
414 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Pearson chi-Square 
Value 
12.195 
df 
2 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.002 115 
Table 13. Return by Education Credential. 
RETURN 
NO  YES  Total 
URELJEN I IAL  UEL)  Uount  181  150  331 
% within CREDENTIAL  54.7%  45.3%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  74.5%  87.7%  80.0% 
% of Total  43.7%  36.2%  80.0% 
fount  5  2  7' 
DIP  % within CREDENTIAL  71.4%  28.6%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  2.1%  1.2%  1.7%. 
% of Total  1.2%  .5%  1.7%. 
VOC  Count  40  14  54 
CER  % within CREDENTIAL  74.1%  25.9%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  16.5%  8.2%  13.0%, 
% of Total  9.7%  3.4%  13.0 %. 
amount  10  5  15 
DEG  % within CREDENTIAL  66.7%  33.3%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  4.1%  2.9%  3.6%. 
% of Total 
2.4%  1.2%  3.6% 
C-(5ECount  7  7' 
TRA  % within CREDENTIAL  100.0%  100.0% 
DEG  % within RETURN  2.9%  1.7%, 
% of Total  1.7%  1.7%, 
Total  Count  243  171  414 
% within CREDENTIAL  58.7%  41.3%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 
% of Total  58.7%  41.3%  100.0% 
Chi - Square Tests 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
Value  df  (2-sided) 
Pearson Uhl-Square  13.253  4  .010 116 
Table 14. Return for GED Competers. 
Admission Type 
ADMISSION 
TYPE 
-Total 
I-IKS  Gount 
% within AD TYP 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
MlJrCount 
°A) within AD TYP 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
Count 
% within AD TYP 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
RETURN 
NO  YES 
123  85 
59.1%  40.9% 
68.0%  56.7% 
37.2%  25.7% 
58  65 
47.2%  52.8% 
32.0%  43.3% 
17.5%  19.6% 
181  150 
54.7%  45.3% 
100.0%  100.0% 
54.7%  45.3% 
Total 
208 
100.0% 
62.8% 
62.8% 
123 
100.0% 
37.2% 
37.2% 
331 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Pearson Uni-Square 
Value 
4.477 
df 
1 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.034 117 
Table 14. (Continued) 
First Crime 
RETURN 
FIKS I 
CRIME 
1-1-(u  Count 
% within FIRST 
CRIME 
NO 
38 
34.9% 
YES 
71 
65.1% 
Total 
109 
100.0% 
% within RETURN 
of Total 
-p-ER--count 
% within FIRST 
CRIME 
22.0% 
11.9% 
87 
65.9% 
48.6% 
22.3% 
45 
34.1% 
34.2% 
34.2% 
132 
100.0% 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
50.3% 
27.3% 
30.8% 
14.1% 
41.4% 
41.4% 
amount 
% within FIRST 
CRIME 
20 
58.8% 
14 
41.2% 
34 
100.0% 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
amount 
% within FIRST 
CRIME 
11.6% 
6.3% 
28 
63.6% 
9.6% 
4.4% 
16 
36.4% 
10.7% 
10.7% 
44 
100.0% 
% within RETURN  16.2%  11.0%  13.8% 
Total 
% of Total 
Count 
% within FIRST 
CRIME 
8.8% 
173 
54.2% 
5.0% 
146 
45.8% 
13.8% 
319 
100.0% 
% within RETURN 
% of Total 
100.0% 
54.2% 
100.0% 
45.8% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Pearson Uhl-Square 
Value 
25.584 
df 
3 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.000 118 
Table 14. (Continued) 
Release Age 
RETURN 
NO  YES  Total 
KELLASE  <2b  Uount  40  51  91 
AGE  % within RELEASE 
AGE  44.0%  56.0%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  22.1%  34.0%  27.5% 
% of Total  12.1%  15.4%  27.5% 
2.6-7-Count  52  45  97 
29  % within RELEASE 
AGE  53.6%  46.4%  100.0% 
within RETURN  28.7%  30.0%  29.3% 
% of Total  15.7%  13.6%  29.3% 
757--Count  42  27  69 
34  % within RELEASE 
AGE  60.9%  39.1%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  23.2%  18.0%  20.8% 
of Total  12.7%  8.2%  20.8% 
---a-Count  25  18  43 
39  % within RELEASE 
AGE  58.1%  41.9%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  13.8%  12.0%  13.0% 
% of Total 
7.6%  5.4%  13.0% 
40Count  22  9  31 
% within RELEASE 
AGE  71.0%  29.0%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  12.2%  6.0%  9.4% 
% of Total  6.6%  2.7%  9.4% 
Total  Count  181  150  331 
% within RELEASE 
AGE  54.7%  45.3%  100.0% 
% within RETURN  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 
% of Total  54.7%  45.3%  100.0% 
Chi-Square Tests 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
Value  df  (2-sided) 
Hearson UN-Square  8.861  4  .065 